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THE COLONIAL COLLEGE, 


HOLLESLEY BAY, SUFFOLK. 
SEASIDE, SPLENDID CLIMATE. 2,000 ACRES. 


PRACTICAL TRAINING FOR LIFE IN THE 
COLONIES OR ELSEWHERE. 


Full information from the Drexzctor at the above address, or from Mr. 
Goprrey Joxnson, 8, Victoria-street, Westminster. 
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COMMERCIAL UNION 
ASSURANCE CO., LIMITED, 

NOW ISSUES FIDELITY GUARANTEE BONDS 
Which are universally accepted. 
MODERATE RATES TOGETHER WITH PROMPTITUDE. 
TOTAL ASSETS EXCEED . £5,000,000. 
HEAD OFFICE: 24/26, CORNHILL, E.°. 
FIRE, LIFE, MARINE, AND ACCIDENT. 


THE OLDEST @ WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFIOE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED, 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
Fipetiry GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps. MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 























HEAD OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
—— LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
L088 OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
special valuation and at low rates. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
r X 
X LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtamed on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 








ESTABLISHED 1836. 





£ 3,000,000 

£ 390,000 

# 1,000,000 

£ 11,700,000 


FUNDS - - - 
INCOME - . : 
YEARLY BUSINESS - 
BUSINESS IN FORCE 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorrrs. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 





| Age ‘Premium | Age | Premium Age | Premium 
20 |£178%,| 30 | £116%| 40 | $2 10%, 
£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 


Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





20 yrs. 30 yrs. 40 yrs. | 


Duration 
| 21,38 | 1,124 | 62,067 | 


10 yrs. | 
£1,199 | 


Amount of Policy 
Next Bonus as at 3lst December, 1901. 
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CURRENT TOPICS, 


Ir writ be seen from the official notice which we print 
elsewhere that a very simple course has been adopted with 
regard to the late Queen’s Counsel and justices of the peace. 
By several Letters Patent under the Great Seal, the King has 
1) appointed that the who were appointed Queen’s 

unsel by her late Majesty shall be his present Majesty’s 
Counsel, “ with all such precedence, oo and authority as 
were originally granted to them”; and (2) has declared ‘that 
the several commissions of the issued by her late 
Majesty shall continue to be of full force and effect, and that 
the persons thereby assigned, or hereafter added, shall be his 
Majesty’s justices of the peace. We presume that this is 
in all respects practically equivalent to a new general com- 
mission of the peace. 





THe answer of the Attorney-General to a question in the 
House of Commons as to the effect of the demise of the Crown 
upon the representation of Irish and Scottish constituencies, 
shews that the Law Officers have advised that the singular blunder 
in the Representation of the People Act, 1867, to which we drew 
attention, ante, p. 212, may be disregarded. It will be remem- 
bered that while section 51 of that Act provides that “the 
Parliament in being at any future demise of the Crown shall 
not be determined or dissolved by such demise, but shall con- 
tinue so long as it would have contiuued but for such demise,” 
section 2 of the same Act provides that “ this Act shall not apply 
to Scotland or Ireland.” e suggested, in commenting on the 
matter, that “‘since Parliament is not either Scottish or Irish, 
but Imperial, the enactment relative to its non-dissolution on 
the demise of the Crown ought not to be subject to the limiti 
section last quoted” ; and this ap to be the substantial re 
for the Law Officers’ opinion. ‘The Attorney-General said that 
“As there is only one Parliament for the United Kingdom, 
this enactment [section 51] applies in the case of members for 
Scottish and Irish constituencies as well as in the case of 
members for English and Welsh constituencies, and the pro- 
vision in section 2 can have no application to section 51, the 
terms of which shew that it applies to the Parliament of the 
United Kingdom as a whole. There is no such thing as a 
partial dissolution of Parliament.” 
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Cyciine, both as a recreation and as an accessory to many 
branches of business, has become so widespread that every 
decision affecting the legal rights and liabilities of cyclists 
deserves jealous scrutiny in order that the intimate relations 
between the cyclist and the public may be put on a sound 
footing. In this connection a recent decision of a county court 
judge, reported in a contemporary, upon a new point of cycling 
law deserves notice. The question involved was the right of a 
cyclist to leave his machine standing upon the side of the road. 
The judge is reported to have said that a cyclist had a right to 
so leave his machine, but that if it were injured by a vehicle 
which had not room to pass without knocking it down, the 
cyclist could not recover damages for the injury. If this rule 
is meant to apply only where the street in question 
is so narrow that to leave a bicycle standing at the 
kerb amounts to an obstruction, we should agree. But as a 
general rule of law applicable to all cases it can hardly be 
sound. Itis easy to imagine circumstances in which it may 
often temporarily be impossible to pass a tram, or a large 
waggon, without knocking down a bicycle, but that would not 
justify driving over it any more than driving up against a 
tradesman’s cart or a handbarrow, or anything else which had a 
right to be temporarily standing there. The true rule is, we 
submit, that a cyclist, like other persons, is entitled to make a 
reasonable use of the highway. If he makes a use of it which 
amounts to a nuisance, such as leaving his machine in a 
narrow street for an unreasonable time, he would be liable like 
anyone else, and could not recover for damage done to it under 
such circumstances. 





OxE oF THE most interesting items in the King’s Speech was 
the announcement of a measure for carrying out “certain 
changes in the Court of Final Appeal” which “are rendered 
necessary in consequence of the increased resort to it which has 
resulted from the expansion of the Empire during the last two 
generations.” It will be remembered that last year, during the 
negotiations with the Australian Colonies as to the right of 
appeal to the Privy Council, Mr. Cuampzr.arn deprecated the 
proposed restriction on appeals upon the ground that the 
Government were then “considering the terms of a Bill for 
enhancing the dignity and promoting the efficiency of the 
Judicial Committee by practically amalgamating it with 
the House of Lords, and providing for adequate permanent 
representation of the Colonies in a new court which it is 
proposed to create.” The first step towards securing Colonial 
representation in the Privy Council was taken by the 
Judicial Committee Amendment Act, 1895, and under that 
Act the Chief Justices of Canada, of Cape Colony, and of 
South Australia were appointed members of the Judicial 
Committee. No provision was made, however, for attaching 
salaries to the offices, and though the Judicial Committee has 
occasionally had the advantages of the services of these 
eminent judges, the arrangement has fallen a good deal short 
of permanent Colonial representation. Mr. Harpayz, in an 
address delivered a year ago to the Scots Law Society, which 


excited a good deal of attention at the time, proposed 
that a moderate salary should be allowed to the 
Colonial representatives out of the Imperial exchequer, 


leaving it to the colonies to increase the allowances to an 
amount commensurate with the importance and dignity of the 
position. At the same time, he suggested that the Colonial 
members of the Judicial Committee should be life lords, and an 
mation of the Judicial Committee and the House of Lords 
would then easily follow. Having regard to the terms of Mr. 
CuaMprRiain’s statement last April, it may be surmised that the 
Government have some such plan in view in announcing the 
reconstitution of the final Court of Appeal. A court which shall 
be the head of the various judicial systems of the Empire, sitting 
in either one or two branches, and entertaining appeals alike from 
this country and from all the various colonies and dependencies, 
would be one of the most effective marks of Imperial unity, and 
would be of the utmost value as a moral force making for the 
preservation of that unity. In establishing such a court the 
Government have « great chance, and it is to be hoped that no 
means will 
of ite position. 








spared to make the Court of Final Appeal worthy | plained of, 


THE view as to the treatment of habitual criminals which ig 
propounded by Dr. Roszrr Anperson, the Assistant Com- 
missioner of Police, in the current number of the Nineteenth 
Century and After, has found a powerful supporter in Mr, 
Justice Wits, who contributes to the Zimes of the 21st inst. an 
interesting letter on the subject. In the opinion of Dr, 
AnpeErson, while crime as a whole is diminishing, the crimes, 
such as burglary, which are chiefly due’ to habitual criminals, 
are on the increase. He would, accordingly, deal with such 
criminals in a manner calculated to prevent the continual 
repetition of their offences, aud would add to their ordinary 
punishment a prolonged period of detention. As Dr. ANDERsoN 
points out, Mr. Justice SrzpHEn counselled severer measures still, 
and he advised that the death penalty should be inflicted 
for offences against property when the offender had shewn him- 
self absolutely incorrigible. To this extent Dr. AnDERsoNn does 
not go, and any such suggestion would at the present time be 
fruitless ; but he makes out a strong case against applying to 
habitual criminals the policy of short sentences, and then letting 
them loose on society at frequent intervals for the perpetration 
of fresh crimes. Long sentences of penal servitude inflict too 
rigorous a punishment and are revolting to public feeling. But 
to a short sentence of punishment followed by a prolonged 
period of detention there is not the same objection, and with 
this plan Mr. Justice Witts expresses his agreement. ‘‘ Over 
and over again,” he says, “have I been compelled to 
make a sentence far shorter than in my opinion the safety 
of society has demanded, and with a full conviction that the 
moment the prisoner should be released he would be at his old 
evil work again, because the long-continued application of such 
great severity is in itself almost too much punishment for any 
crime and would be certain {6 cause something of a revolt 
against it, which is a great evil in itself.” All that Mr. Justice 
Wits at present asks for, however, is that inquiry should be 
made into the subject, and an essential point of such inquiry, 
would, as he points out, be as to the mode of ascertaining 
whether a prisoner is an habitual criminal or no. At present 
the judge, after conviction, has a report of the convict’s ante- 
cedents placed before him, and upon this, which may be more or 
less reliable, he has to base the sentence. But if special treat- 
ment is to be applied to a man on the footing of his being an 
habitual criminal, an official report is hardly satisfactory, and 
probably the matter should be ascertained by the verdict of a 
jury. An inquiry such as that which Mr. Justice Wiis 
recommends might be expected to shew how far the system of 
short sentences is compatible with the public safety. 





A vornt of some practical importance under the London 
Building Act, 1894, was decided by a Divisional Court (Bruce 
and Purtimore, JJ.) last week in Hull v. London County Council. 
Proceedings had been taken under section 73 (8) of that Act 
against the owner of certain premises for allowing an advertising 
sign to extend beyond the general line of buildings in the 
street. Section 73 deals in detail with projections from buildings: 
the projections dealt with by the first seven sub-sections are all 
projections of a definite character forming part of the structure 
of the building itself, such as windows, turrets, and shop-fronts. 
Sub-section 8 is couched in more general terms, and enacts 
that, with certain exceptions, “‘ no projection from any build- 
ing shall extend beyond the general line of buildings 
in any street except with the permission of the council 
(viz., the county council) ‘after consulting the local 
authority” (viz., the borough council). ‘The projection 
complained of in the present case consisted of an advertisement 
sign enclosed in a wooden case attached Yo the wall of the 
building by iron brackets. The whole projection stood out 
sixteen inches from the wall ; it was placed above the cornice of 
the shop-front, which projected twenty inches, so that the siga 
was four inches within the cornice and did not overhang the 
highway. Thecourt held that the projections referred to in the 
8th sub-section were architectural projections of the same 
character as those referred to in the earlier sub-sections 
and did not cover an arrangement such as that com- 
It would of course be very undesirable that 
no public authority should have power to regulate projecting 
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signs, but this is not the result of the decision. Under section 
164 of the same Act the county council have power to make 
pye-laws as to (inter alia) “the regulation of lamps, signs, or 
other structures overhanging the public way” ; and by section 
119 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, full powers are 
‘ven to the local authority (now the borough council) to require 
the removal of any sign, sign-post, show-board, &c., in front of 
a building which is an annoyance in consequence of its pro- 
jecting into, or endangering, or rendering less commodious the 
passage along any street. These powers seem to be ample 
without recourse to the enactment dealt with by the decision 
of the Divisional Court. 





In THE CASE referred to above of Hull v. The London County 
Council another point of some importance was decided by the 
court. It appeared that the offending sign was affixed to the 
wall of the house in June, 1899. The attention of the officers 
of the council does not, however, seem to have been attracted by 
it till December, 1899, and the information was not laid till 
May, 1900. Under these circumstances the appellant contended 
that, even if he were otherwise liable, he was entitled to the 
protection of section 11 of Jervis’s Act (11 & 12 Vict. ¢. 43). 
That section provides that in all cases where no time 
is specially limited, an information for an offence punish- 
able on summary conviction must be laid within six calendar 
months from the time when the matter of it arose. If, 
then, the offence was the affixing the thing to the wall in June, 
1899, the proceedings were taken too late; but if the offence 
consisted in maintaining the thing as fixed, then it was a con- 
tinuing offence and the proceedings were in time. Whether an 
illegal act is a continuing offence or not, is often a very difficult 
question to answer, and there are many reported decisions on the 
subject. The courts seem, as a rule, to lean against construing an 
act as a continuing offence, and in the present case it was decided 
that the proceedings were out of time. The proceedings were 
under section 73 (8), which provides that ‘‘ No projection . . . 
shall extend beyond the general line of buildings,” and section 
200, which fixes a penalty for anyone who “ fails to comply with 
any of the provisions of Part VI. of this Act.” It is certainly 
arguable that the offence consists in allowing the offending 
projection to exist beyond the line, and that the offence is 
continuing. The court has decided, however, that the offence 
(if it was an offence) was completed when the erection of the 
sign was completed, and that the time ran from June, 1899. 
There is authority for this decision in the case of The London 
County Council vy. Cross (66 L. T. 731), which was a case under 
the Metropolis Management Act, 1862, for erecting a building 
beyond the general line. The court held that as soon as a 
building in course of erection projects beyond the general line 
the cause of complaint arises within the meaning of Jervis’s Act, 
and that proceedings must be taken within six months of that time. 
However arguable the point may be apart from the decisions of 
the courts, it is undeniable that those decisions establish the 
fairest rule. It is a common thing for a person to make some 
alteration or addition to a building in a town, by which he, 
quite unwittingly, offends against some Act or bye-law. Of 
course he must suffer in such cases for the good of the 
community. But to allow perhaps years to pass without com- 
plaint, and then to suddenly drop on to a man for some such 
offence, would be an intolerable state of things, and would 
certainly lead in some cases to tyranny, and even to blackmail. 
In such matters local authorities should be vigilant, and persons 
offending, or likely to offend, should be warned at the first 
opportunity or left alone. 


Tue ArPEAL in Gordon vy. Fowler (Times, 6th inst.) has not 
ended, like Gordon v. Street (48 W. R. 158), in the defeat of the 
claim made on behalf of the late Isaac Gorpon, the money- 
lender. In each case the defendant, who had borrowed money 
and given promissory notes, sought to avoid liability on the 
ground of the money-lender’s fraud. In Gordon v. Street the 
money had been advanced by Gorpvon under the name of 
Appisen, and it was found by the jury that the latter name had 
been fraudulently used to conceal from the borrower the fact 





that the lender was really Isaac Gorpon. By this fraud the 
contract was brought about, and the defendant consequently was 
entitled te repudiate it. For the future such practices are 
intended to be guarded against by section 2 of the Money-Lenders 
Act, 1900, which requires a money-lender to carry on business in 
his registered name and in no other. In Gordon v. Fowler one 
advance had been made by Gorpon in his own name, and had 
been renewed from time to time, until the note for £175 on 
which his administrator now sued was given in September, 1899. 
Another advance had been made by him under the name of 
Wesstsr, and this also had been renewed, the last note, which 
was for £200, being given in November, 1899. No point, how- 
ever, arose upon the assumed name, since the borrower admitted 
that before the last renewal he knew who the lender really was. 
It was alleged, however, that at the time of the original advances 
the borrower was falsely informed that he could have 
renewals upon terms easier than those actually im- 
posed, and moreover that at the times of renewal he was, 
owing to pecuniary pressure, not a free agent. The jury found 
in favour of the borrower on these points and judgment was 
entered for him by Wits, J. Whether a mere statement of 
intention as to renewal could be made the basis of a charge of 
fraud sufficient to avoid the contract may be doubted, but upon 
the evidence the Court of Appeal held that there was nothing to 
justify the finding of the jury. Such representations as were 
made were made innocently by clerks, and there was nothing to 
bring fraud home to Gorpoy. Moreover, pecuniary pressure in 
itself does not deprive a man of his freedom, and is not a 
ground for avoiding a contract. There must at least be unfair 
advantage taken of his position. On this ground also the Court 
of Appeal reversed the judgment of the court below. Itremains 
to be seen what in such a case may be the effect of the recent 
Act, but under the ordinary law a money-lending contract is not 
to be lightly set aside. 





Tue Covrt of Appeal have affirmed the decision of the 
Divisional Court in Pharmaceutical Society v. White (48 W. R. 
835; 1900, 1 Q. B. 454), thus upholding the judgment of the 
county court judge in an action brought to recover penalties 
under section 15 of the Pharmacy Act, 1868. This enactment, 
it will be remembered, prohibits the sale of poisons by persons 
other than “a duly registered pharmaceutical chemist, or 
chemist and druggist.” In the case under consideration, it was 
proved in evidence that the defendant (a seedsman and florist) 
received orders for a weed killer (admittedly a poison) and sent 
them on for execution to a chemical company, who paid him a 
commission thereon. On this evidence the county court judge 
held, as a fact, that there was no contract of sale between the 
defendant and the purchasers of the weed killer, and that, there- 
fore, the defendant was not liable to penalties and was nota 
“ seller’ within the above enactment. The Court of Appeal 
(A. L. Surrn, M.R., Contrys and Romsr, L.JJ.), in refusing to 
disturb this decision, expressly stated that they could not inter- 
fere with it (even if so disposed) as they were satisfied that there 
was some evidence to justify this finding, and that they could not 
say that, upon the facts proved, there was an irresistible inference 
of law that there was a contract of sale between the parties. It 
cannot, we think, be too clearly laid down that the decisions of 
county courts on questions of fact are (save in some few instances, 
as, for example, in Admiralty cases) final and conclusive, and 
that section 120 of the County Courts Act, 18338, whilst extending 
the right of appeal to any “‘ action or matter” and to “a point 
of law or equity,” does not, on this subject, differ in effect 
from previous enactments now repealed, and which it replaces, 
governing the right of appeal from the county courts. The 
object of the Legislature, in establishing those courts, as cheap 
and expeditious tribunals, would be defeated if “‘ every rich 
man who was a suitor in a county court could appeal 
every question of fact and take everything to the House of 
Lords” : per Grove, J., in Cousens v. The London Deposit Bank 
(25 W. R. 116, 1 Ex. D, 404). 


Two recentty decided cases under the Debtors Act, 1869, 
MeIniosh vy, Simpkins (ante, p. 218) and Lumley v. Osborne (ante, 








































































= =x aon ee ee ee ee — ; 
Seceeneneedeieaeeseeainiea Lee ne ae - te rere nee et icerasemerneee as a ne arene wee St = 
DS OEE TSS ROS . os wp peepmegreen nee ety ree eee We ee = es a 


eaprsterne 


ets ah aes 











(PEE ROSS HSS ANE KF 





SS ee ee 

















- 


288 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 





Feb. 23, 1901. 





—— 





p. 278) afford excellent illustrations of how easy it is to go 
astray in matters of every-day practice. Every solicitors’ clerk 
knows that in order to get a committal order upon a judgment 
summons there must be proof of means to pay since the judg- 
ment and neglect or refusal to pay. Yet in both the above cases 
committal orders were made, although in neither case was there 
any satisfactory evidence of ability to pay. In McIntosh v. 
Simpkins, in which the order was made upon a judgment summons 
issued with the leave of the county court judge under ord. 25, 
r. 14a, the county court judge had no jurisdiction even to give 
leave for the summons to issue, because such leave can only be 
given upon evidence which, if uncontradicted, would justify the 
making of a committal order. But the affidavit omitted to state 
several requisites prescribed by Form 52a, such as that the 
debtor’s business was a profitable one, and whether he was 
married and had any children. In Lumley v. Osborne exception 
was also taken to the judge’s jurisdiction, but on a different 
ground— namely, that as the judgment was obtained in the High 
Court against a firm, it could not be transferred for execution to 
the county court under ord. 25, r. 17, since that rule did not 
apply to a judgment against a firm, but only to individuals, and 
that the court could not try the issue of partnership since ord. 
25, r. 146, only applied to judgments against a firm recovered in 
the county court. This contention did not prevail with the court, 
who held that there was jurisdiction to try the issue as to 
eran and to commit in a proper case under rule 14d. 
ince a judgment of the High Court against a firm can be 
enforced against a member of the firm, and execution can issue 
on a High Court judgment in the county court, it is hard to 
see why there should not be jurisdiction. But the court allowed 
the appeal on the ground that the affidavit did not shew the 
grounds of belief that the defendant was a partner, as required 
by Form 52c, and that the evidence called on the issue as to 
partnership did not go to the debtor's ability to pay. 








WARRANTY BY AN AGENT OF HIS AUTHORITY. 


Tue observation of Kexewicn, J., in Halbot v. Lens (49 W. R. 
214), that the judgment in Smout v. Jibery (10 M. & W. 1) must 
be taken to be overruled by Collen v. Wright (6 W.R. 123, 8 
E. & B. 647), seems calculated to produce some confusion, see- 
ing that the former case is still quoted as an authority in the 
current text-books on agency, and is treated in the latest edition 
of Smith’s Leading Cases (10th ed., vol. 2, p. 381) as laminously 
classifying the cases in which an agent who has purported to 
contract as such will be held liable personally. There is no 
doubt that Collen v. Wright introduced an important change in 
the law—a change so important that Cocxsurn, O.J., felt bound 
to dissent for the reason that such a change should be effected 
by the Legislature and not by judicial decision—and it estab- 
lished a new ground for the liability of agents. But it does not 
appear to have been suggested till the present time that the 
cases in which such liability exists were erroneously stated in 
Smout v. Llbery. 

In Smout v. Jibery the plaintiff had been in the habit of 
supplying goods to the defendant, who was then a married 
woman. The husband went abroad and died on the voyage. 
The action was for goods supplied after his death, but before 
intelligence of it had reached this country. The plaintiff's 
contention was that, since the widow continued to buy as her 
husband’s agent after the agency had been terminated by death, 
she was herself liable for the goods. To determine the validity 
of the claim, Atpzrson, B., who delivered the judgment of 
the Court of Exchequer, examined the cases in which 
an agent could be held liable personally on a contract 
into which he had entered as agent, and placed them in 
three classes: (1) Where the agent makes a fraudulent 
representation of his authority with intent to deceive; (2) 
where he has no authority and knows it, but nevertheless 
makes the contract as having such authority; and (3) where, 
not having in fact authority to make the contract as agent, he 
yet does eo under the bond fide belief that such authority is 
vested in him. In the first case, the learned baron pointed out, 
the agent is clearly liable in respect of the fraud; and also in 
the second case in respect of the wilful, although not fraudulent, 


misrepresentation. ‘‘ For,” he said, ‘he induces the othe 
party to enter into the contract on what amounts to a mis 
representation of a fact peculiarly within his own knowledge; 
and it is but just that he who does so should be considered ag 
holding himself out as one having competent authority t 
contract, and as guaranteeing the consequences arising from any 
want of such authority.” And a similar liability was held to 
attach also in the third case. “It is a wrong differing 
only in degree, but not in its essence, from the former case, to 
state as true what the individual making such statement does not 
know to be true, even though he does not know it to be false, 
but believes without sufficient grounds that the statement will 
ultimately turn out to be correct.” In Smout v. Ilbery there 
had been, however, no fresh representation of authority by the 
defendant after her agency had determined, nor was her position 
as to knowledge of the determination in any respect different 
from that of the plaintiff. ‘‘The continuance of the life of the 
principal was, under the circumstances,” said ALDERsoN, B., “a 
fact equally within the knowledge of both contracting parties, 
If, then, the true principle derivable from the cases is that there 
must be some wrong or omission of right on the part of the agent, in 
order to make him personally liable on a contract made in tne 
name of his principal, it will follow that the agent is not 
responsible in such a case as the present.” 

In the cases thus described it was formerly the practice to say 
that the apparent agent, since he really had no principal, was 
in law himself the principal, and so could be sued as principal 
on the contract into which he had entered (see Jones v. Downman, 
4Q. B., p. 239); and in Smout v. Iibery, though the court held 
that the action could not be maintained under the circumstances, 
yet, as pointed out by Cocxsurn, O.J.,in Collenv. Wright, it was 
never doubted that the action was rightly brought on the 
contract. Subsequently, however, in Jones v. Hutchinson (13 
Q. B. 744) and Lewis v. Nicholson (18 Q. B. 503) it was held 
that an action could not be brought against the professed agent 
as principal, and if the liability of the agent was to be 
maintained it was necessary to discover a fresh ground for it. 
For a fraudulent misrepresentation as to authority, of course an 
action of deceit would lie, and also, perhaps, where the mis 
representation was wilful, although not fraudulent. But it was 
different where the representation of the alleged agent as to his 
authority, although erroneous, was made in good faith, and to 
meet such a case it was suggested in Lewis v. Nicholson that the 
agent might be liable on an implied contract that he had 
authority to contract in the name of the principal. 

It was the possibility of implying such a contract that was in 
question in Collen v. Wright. There the action was brought 
against the executors of one Wricat. Waricat had in his life- 
time signed, as agent for GaRDNER, a written agreement under 
which the plaintiff was to have a lease of a farm of GaRDNzER’s. 
Both the plaintiff and Wricur believed at the time that the 
latter had the necessary authority from GarpNER, but this was 
an error. The case was one, therefore, in which Waricxt'’s 
estate could only be made liable upon some such ground as that 
just stated. The Queen’s Bench (Campsett, L.0.J., WienTMax 
and Crompton, JJ.) (7 E. & B. 301) were unanimously of opinion 
that Wricut was liable on an implied promise that he was agent. 
On appeal to the Exchequer Chamber (8 E. & B. 647) the 
majority of the court, including Potzocx, 0.B., Bramwevt and 
CHANNELL, BB., affirmed this decision, but Cocxsurn, L.0.J, 
as already intimated, dissented. After tracing the decline 
of the old doctrine of the liability of the agent as principal, he 
said: ‘To my mind, it by no means follows that, Comms that 
which was believed to be the remedy in law turns out bg 
further consideration not to be so, we are therefore justified in 
resorting to the fiction of an implied contract hitherto unknows 
to our law.” The majority of the court, however, had 10 
hesitation in sanctioning a remedy suitable to the case, and they 
laid down the doctrine of the warranty by an agent of his 
authority which has ever since been recognized. After referring 


judgment the rest of the majority of the court concurred), said: 
‘¢ Tf one of the two in such cases is to suffer it ought not to be 
the person who is guilty of no error, but he who by an untrue 
assertion, believed aud acted upon as he intended it should be, 
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he gave the other party no opportunity of judging for himself, has 
brought about the damage. The obligation arising in such a 
case is well expressed by saying that the person professing to 
contract as agent for another impliedly undertakes with the 
erson who enters into such a contract upon the faith of his 

ing duly authorized, that the authority he professes to have 
does in point of fact exist.” 

Undoubtedly the case of Collenv. Wright placed, as has been 
already remarked, the liability of an agent for misrepresentation 
of his authority on a new footing. He was no longer liable as 
a principal upon the express contract, but he was liable on an 
implied contract that he bad the authority which he purported 
tohave. But if Smout v. llbery was intended to be for all pur- 
poses overruled, it is singular that no reference is made to it in 
Wi1zs, J.’s, judgment, and also that it has continued to be 
freely quoted down to the present time. In Halbot v. Lens 
(supra), where Kexewicu, J., stated that Smout v. Tibery had 
been overruled, the circumstances perhaps hardly made 
this observation necessary. Hatsor and Lens entered into 
an agreement which was intended to bind also Lezns’s wife 
and a third person, Dr. Oxarke. Lens signed ‘‘for self 
and wife and Dr. Cranks.” Lexns had no authority to sign 
on behalf either of his wife or Dr. Crarke; but on entering 
into the agreement he represented to Haxsor, and so believed, 
that he had authority to sign on behalf of his wife. On the 
other hand, he knew, and he so stated to Hatsort, that he had 
no authority to sign on behalf of Dr. CLarks. It was in dealing 
with the misrepresentation as regards the wife that Kexrwicu, 
J., treated Smout v. Jibery as overruled, and he held that to 
make Lzns liable it was not necessary to prove ‘that this 
misrepresentation was due to an omission or wrong of the party 
signing.” 

But though these words occur in Smout v. Ilbery, yet they 
were clearly not meant to exclude the liability of the agent in 
such a case as Halbot v. Lens, the judgment of Axpzrsoy, B., 
being specifically directed to the case of an agent who makes a 
bond fide error as to his authority. It is an error which touches 
a subject within his peculiar knowledge, and his liability is based 
upon his omission to verify the grounds of his belief. This is 
the ‘wrong or omission of right” to which Arpgrson, B., 
referred. Smout v. Jibery lays down in the clearest terms 
that where a person contracting as agent bond fide believes 
authority to be vested in him, and yet has no such 
authority, he is liable, and this is practically the same con- 
clusion as that of Collen v. Wright, though in the interval 
between the two cases the ground of the liability had been 
changed. But in each case the honesty of the professed agent 
avails him nothing so long as he chooses to make a representa- 
tion as to a matter on which he ought to be correctly informed, 
and does not at the same time offer the other contracting party 
the same means of information as he himself possesses. In 
Smout v. Jibery neither party had means of information of the 
termination of the agency, and the professing agent was, there- 
fore, not liable. In Halbot v. Lens, so far as regarded Dr. 
Crarxg, each party was equally informed as to the non-existence 
of the agency, and here again the professing agent was not 
liable. But where, as in the third class of cases referred to in 
Smout v. libery, and in the circumstances of Collen v. Wright, 
and of Halbot v. Lens as to the wife, there is a bond fide error by 
the professing agent as to a matter which he should know, and 
no means of information offered to the other side, then the 
agent is liable on his warranty of authority. It seems more 
correct to say that Collen v. Wright has developed the law laid 


a in Smout vy. Iibery than that the latter case has been over- 
Tuled, 








Sir Homewood Crawford, solicitor to the Corporation of the City of 
London, has, rays the Daily Telegraph, received an addition of £250 to his 
talary, raising it to £2,500, the same to be his maximum. 

At the Centra] Criminal Court on the 15th inet. Robert George Porteous, 
8 eolicitor, and George Herbert Francis were found guilty upon an indict- 
ment charging them with conspiring to defraud persons of their property, 
and with obtaining property from persons by false pretences, The 
Common Serjeant said it was clear that Porteous used his porition as a 
solicitor to assist those who were engaged in an elaborate scheme to 
defraud the public, the gains from which, if successful, would have been 
very large. He sentenced Porteous to three years’ penal servitude, and 
Postponed sentence on Francis. 





SOME RECENT BANKRUPTCY DECISIONS. 


In passing in review the large number of bankruptcy decisions 
given during the past year one is at once struck with the fact 
that there are more than the usual proportion of cases which 
may be said to be of interest to the general trading community, 
besides many others of great importance affecting the principles 
and practice of bankruptcy law. 

Perhaps the most noteworthy decision of the year was Re 
A, B. & Co. (48 W. R. 424), a decision of the Court of 
Appeal which has just been affirmed by the House of Lords (sw 
nomine Cooke ¥. C. A. Vogeler Co., (1901) W. N., p. 2). In that 
case it was sought to obtain a receiving order against a 
foreigner resident out of the jurisdiction, who was carrying on 
business in this country, and had incurred debts and had 
assets here, relying on an act of bankruptcy committed 
by him out of the jurisdiction by an assignment for the 
benefit of his creditors generally. It would obviously be of 
immense advantage to the trading community generally if it 
were pessible to bring a foreigner so trading within the meshes 
of the bankruptcy law, since it would enable creditors to secure 
the assets in this country for their benefit. It was decided, 
however, that there was no jurisdiction to make such an order. 
The principle laid down by the Court of Appeal was that unless 
the jurisdiction had been conferred by Parliament in express 
words the court would not exercise it, since it might give 
offence to foreign governments. It certainly seems somewhat 
hard that a foreigner should practically be in a better position 
than an English trader. For such is the result. It seems to 
arise from the fact that English law does not recognize 
a firm as having an existence apart from the individuals 
composing it. If it did, a receiving order might in such 
cases be made against the firm, and the assets within the 
jurisdiction secured for creditors in this country. It is 
undoubtedly a hardship, but one for which it is difficult to see 
apy remedy. A subsidiary point of considerable interest arose 
out of this case, as to the right of a special manager, appointed 
by an interim receiver during the pendency of a bankruptcy 
petition, to reimbursement out of receipts of all expenses 
incurred by him in the management of the business. It was 
sought to treat him as a trespasser, on the ground that the court, 
having no jurisdiction, had no power to appoint an interim 
receiver. But the Court of Appeal (Re 4. B. & Co. (No. 2), 48 
W. R. 485) repudiated this suggestion and held that the speciel 
manager was entitled to the usual indemnity out of the assets, 
since, as was pointed out by Lord Justice Ricsy, the court has 
jurisdiction to entertain the petition, and therefore to appoint an 
interim receiver, under section 10 of the Act of 1883, during its 
pendency, whatever the result might ultimately be. The decision is 
a salutary one, since the appointment of an interim receiver, who 
has the power to appoint a special manager, is a great safe- 
guard in cases where the assets are in danger. 

A branch of commercial law which presents some peculiar 
difficulties in its relation to the law of bankruptcy is that which 
relates to Stock Exchange transactions. The Stock Ex- 
change has a system of rules which provide its own peculiar 
machinery for dealing with its members who become defaulters. 
Its official assignee at once closes all the defaulter’s transactions 
still open, collects moneys due to the broker from the jobbers, 
and discharges the broker's Stock Exchange liabilities. Ifthere 
is a surplus, it will be available for distribution among outside 
creditors. When the bankruptcy of the broker coincides with or 
follows his being declared a defaulter, some interesting and diffi- 
cult questions often arise as to how far the liquidation of the 
bankrupt’s assets by the domestic forum of the Stock Exchange 
is reconcilable with the general principles of administration 
according to the law of bankruptcy. It is clear on principle 
and authority that so far as they conflict with those general 
principles, the rules of the Stock Exchange must give way: 
Tomkins v. Saffery (3 App. Cas. 213). In Re Woodd (1900, 82 
L. T. 504) the question again arose how far such a liquidation 
by the official assignee could stand as against the trustee in 
bankruptcy. In this case the broker was declared a bankrupt 
to the knowledge of the official assignee the day before he was 
declared a defaulter. The trustee in bankruptcy claimed certain 
sums collected by the official assignee in accordance with the 
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usual custom. Mr. Justice Wricut held that, in so far as such 
sums represented differences due to the bankrupt as the result of 
closing his transactions then open at the “ making up” price, 
the fund was an artificial one, in accordance with the decision 
in Re Plumbly (15 Ch. D. 667), and could not be recovered ; but 
that so far as they consisted of balances of account on previous 
transactions—that is, debtor and creditor balances—they were 
recoverable from the official assignee and from the jobbers 
who had paidhim. Similarly, moneys paid by an outside client 
of the bankrupt to the official assignee, being balance of a 
running account for differences with the bankrupt, were held 
recoverable from the official assignee. On this last point the 
court followed the case of King v. Hutton (1900, 2 Q. B. 504, 
affirming 48 W. R. 95). In that case an outside client of the 
broker claimed against the trustee in bankruptcy of the broker 
to be entitled to a certain sum which represented a balance on a 
running account, and was not payable in respect of any 
specific transaction. It was contended that the money was 
impressed with a trust in his favour. But it was held that the 
relationship was merely that of debtor and creditor, since it 
was not a case in which moneys or securities are handed to the 
broker for a specific purpose, when he only has a special 
property in them, as in Hancock v. Smith (41 Ch. D. 456), In 
this case of King v. Hutton apparently the other balances collected 
and distributed by the official assignee among Stock Exchange 
creditors were not claimed by the trustee, although, so far as 
they represented the result of deals closed before the default, 
they might have been successfully recovered: Re Woodd (supra). 

The boom in “one-man” companies which followed the 
decision of the House of Lords in Salomon’s case (45 W. R. 193), 
but which received a salutary check by the decision in 
Re Hirth (48 W. R. 243), gave rise to another important 
decision in Re Ely (82 L. T. 501). It was sought 
to make the directors of such a company, which had 
taken over the business of a trader on the eve of bank- 
ruptcy, as in Re Hirth, personally liable to his trustee for all 
the assets which they had taken over. The attempt failed, 
since the court considered that, in the absence of mala fides, they 
were only liable for the property remaining in their hands. 
The decision is perhaps regrettable from a trade point of view. 
In such cases it is often hard to prove mala fides, though, in fact, 
directors are generally the nominees and creatures of the 
fraudulent bankrupt. However, it is in accordance with the 
established principle applied to assignments to a trustee for the 
benefit of creditors, in which cases, in the event of bankruptcy, 
the court will not allow the trustee under the deed to be treated 
as a trespasser, but merely calls upon him to account. 

For some years a misconception has been growing up, until 
of late it has been taken as an established rule, that personal 
earnings of a bankrupt do not belong to his trustee. This idea 
had arisen in consequence of the decision in Re Shine (1892, 1 
Q. B. 522) and other cases. The supposed rule, however, has 
been shewn by the considered judgment of the Court of Appeal in 
Re Roberts (48 W. R. 132) not to be well founded, and the true 
principle was laid down that such personal earnings belong 
to the trustee, except only what is reasonably necessary for the 
support of the bankrupt and his wife and family. This decision 
renders the question, What are personal earnings? of much less 
im: than formerly. Another, and a distinctly novel, 
— relating to the bankrupt’s power over his property during 

ankruptcy arose in Bird y. Philpott (69 L. J. Ch. 487). A 
eros elbow created charges upon his surplus assets during 
his bankruptcy. He became bankrupt a second time while still 
undischarged under his first bankruptcy. It was held that the 
bankrupt had a perfect right to dispose of his contingent surplus, 
and that the charges were good as against the trustee in his 
second bankruptcy. 

Two unsuccessful attempts were made during the past year to 
extend the law relating to the avoidance of voluntary settle- 
ments under section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. In Re 

' Harrison & Ingram (83 L. T. 189) the Court of Appeal, revers- 
ing the decision of Wnuicut, J., repudiated the idea that 
premiums paid to keep up a settled policy during ten years 
previous to the bankruptcy could be considered a “ settlement,” 
80 as to entitle the trustee to any proportionate part of the 


policy-moneys. The very nature of a policy of insurance 





militates against any other conclusion. In te Plummer 
(48 W. R. 634) a very necessary limitation was put to the 
principles upon which gifts of money or other property 
should be held to be “settlements” within the section. A 
sum of money was advanced to a son by his father in order to 
enable him to purchase a business, which was to be his own 
and managed by him apart altogether from his father. The 
arrangement was bond fide without any idea of bankruptcy, and 
the money was so used by the son. Bankruptcy supervening 
within two years, it was sought to recover the money. But the 
Court of Appeal declined to accede to the argument that it was 
a settlement. Such a gift of money is not a settlement unless 
it can be specifically traced and ear-marked either as money or 
as invested in some particular property. Ricpy, L.J., went so 
far as to say that it must also be hedged round with conditions 
that it shall be invested, and kept in a certain way, in order to 
constitute a settlement. At any rate it is clear that where it is 
of a fluctuating character, and is expended at the will of the 
donee in such a way that it cannot be traced, it is not a settle- 
ment. 

Fraudulent preference has been treated more and more as a 
question of fact in recent years, and reported decisions have 
grown scarce. There have, however, of late been many attempts 
to impugn the principle laid down in Re Mills (5 Morrell, 55) 
that a payment to a creditor with a view to relieve a surety is 
not a fraudulent preference, although in fact it has that result, 
The decision in Re Paine (45 W. R. 190) shewed a tendency to 
revolt against that principle. But in the recent case of Re 
Warren (48 W. R. 523) that case was not followed, and the court 


‘reverted to the principle of Re Mills. The principle is based 


upon a strict interpretation of section 48 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, but has little to be said for it on the score of common 
sense or common fairness. It results in the creditor being in 
fact preferred, and getting an unfair advantage, and the door is 
opened to much hard swearing and dishonest collusion between 
creditor and surety. One would like to see an amendment of 
the statute which would do away with such anomalies and make 
every payment within section 48 which in fact resulted in a 
creditor being preferred void. The unfortunate results of this 
principle are well exemplified in the recent case of Re The 
Stenotyper (Limited) (W.N. (1901) 4), in which a company issued 
debentures with the express object of relieving its chairman 
from his liability on a guarantee in favour of the company, 
and it was held, following Re Mills, that the issue could not be 
impeached. 

There is no more salutary rule of bankruptcy practice, and 
none which deserves to be more strictly enforced, than that 
which was established by the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Re Atkinson (9 Morr. 193), and has been followed in the cases of 
Re Otway (48 W. R. 17) and Re Betts (45 W. R. 98), that a 
creditor shall not be allowed to abuse the process of the court in 
order to extort money from the debtor, and thus gain an unfair 
advantage over other creditors. But this principle must, accord- 
ing to the decision in Re Bebro (48 W. R. 561), be confined 
within narrow limits. Extortion must be found as a fact, as in 
Re G (44 Soxicrrors’ JournaL 345), and the mere 
fact that an advantage is gained by the petitioner by reason of 
the debtor being willing and anxious, perhaps, to pay him 4 
bonus, or give a bill for a larger amount than the debt, 
in order to get rid of the petition is not conclusive against 
the petitioner. Moreover, the petition itse/f must be used as 
an instrument of extortion. The recent case of Re Shaw (49 
W. RB. 141) is instructive on this point, and, so to speak, 
completes the law on it. A debtor had proposed a composition 
to his creditors of 10s, in the £1, which fell through because 
one creditor refused to assent unless the deBtor gave him 4 
promissory note for the balance. This creditor subsequently 
presented a petition jointly with another creditor. The 
registrar refused to make a receiving order because the 
arrangement proposed by the creditor as to the promissory note 
was to have been kept secret. A Divisional Court reversed his 
decision because no connection was proved between the ref 
of the debtor to give the promissory note and the petition. 
The fact that it was presented out of spite or revenge was 
immaterial. 

In Re Bebro (supra) the Master of the Rolls expressed the 
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opinion that the practice of the court as to giving leave to with- 
draw petitions had been somewhat lax, and that such leave 
ought not to be given without the court being informed of 
the facts and terms upon which the petition is withdrawn. It 
is to be hoped that this expression of opinion will have some 
weight. For it is common knowledge among practitioners in 
the Bankruptcy Court that, among a certain class of. creditors, a 
etition is only too often used as a means of squeezing the 
debtor or his friends. 

Space does not permit of a detailed reference to many other 
important decisions on points of practice, but one or two of them 
must be noticed. In Re Wenham (48 W. R. 627) a judgment 
was recovered against a firm recently dissolved, and a bank- 
ruptcy notice addressed to the firm was served on each of the 
late partners. It was held that this was a good notice under 
section 115 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the words “ being 

artners ” in that section meaning ‘“ being partners at the time 
when the liability was incurred.”” Any other conclusion would 
have been mischievous in the extreme. Another case relating to 
the validity of a bankruptcy notice is Re Clements (49 W. R. 176). 
There it was decided that a bankruptcy notice cannot be issued 
by a trustee of a creditor, who has obtained final judgment, 
unless he has made himself a party under ord. 17, 
r 4 (R. 8. C.), and so qualified himself to get an 
order under ord. 42, r. 23. In Re Philips (1900, 2 Q. B. 329) 
an assignment in favour of ‘‘ trade creditors” only was held 
not to be an assignment for creditors generally so as to 
constitute an act of bankruptcy within section 4, sub-section 
1 (a), of the Act of 1883. Under section 57, subsection 3, of 
the same Act a committee of inspection can sanction the 
employment of a solicitor by the trustee. The resolution 
giving such permission must, however, specify the different 
proceedings to be taken or business to be done, and must not 
be in general terms: Re Vavasour (48 W. R. 543). 

Lastly, an instructive decision upon the practice on an 
application for discharge may be noticed. In Re Marley (82 
L, T. 692) the court laid down the principle that an order 
suspending the discharge until a dividend of 10s. in the pound 
has been paid ought not to be made unless the evidence shews 
that there is a reasonable prospect of such a dividend being 
paid. 








REVIEWS. 
LAND AGENTS’ COMMISSION. 


THE LAW RELATING TO THE REMUNERATION OF COMMISSION 
AGENTS. By WicLiAM Evans, Judge of County Courts. SECOND 
EpITioN. By W. DE Bracy HERBERT, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at- 
Law. Horace Cox. 

We are glad to see a new edition of this very useful summary of 
the law relating to the payment of commissions to house and land 
agents and other persons who are similarly remunerated. Ap- 
parently it should not be a difficult matter to say when an agent has 
become entitled to his commission, and if there is only one agent 
involved, one leading cause of complication is removed. Frequently, 
however, it is otherwise. The property is put into the han 
of several agents, and when a sale has been effected, the 
vendor finds that the purchaser has been at various times 
in communication with more than one of them. He wi 
get an order to view from A., and then go and negotiate through B. 
Both A. and B. consequently expect to be paid, and unless the 
vendor is wary he will find himself let in for a double commission. 
Other complications arise, too, where an agent introduces a purchaser, 
and then, through the fault of the vendor or the petioles the 
business goes off. The commission is earned, however, so soon as 
the agent has introduced a purchaser who enters into a binding 
contract, and also where the contract is not actually made, if it is 
the vendor who refuses at the last moment to proceed: Grogan v. 
Smith (7 T. L, R. 132), These are only examples of the numerous 
points which arise upon the earning of commission, and which are 
very successfully treated in this book. In the present edition, in 
addition to the inclusion of the later authorities, the various con- 
temporary references have been added to the table of cases, and the 
index, it is stated, has been amplified. 





SCHOOLS AND TEACHERS. 


Taz Law RELATING To ScHOOLs AND TEACHERS. By T. A, 
OrGan, Barrister-at-Law. E. J. Arnold & Son (Limited). 


This is a handy little volume, and although primarily intended 


for members of school boards and other educational authorities, it 
will be of service to lawyers. The text of the material Acts, including 
those of last session, is set out in an appendix, while the body of the 
work contains the law of the subject arranged under appropriate 
headings. The book has the great merits of good arrangement and 
a good index; loss of time in seeking for a particular point is thus 
avoided. The title of the book is somewhat too large, for the 
schools dealt with are mainly those of a statutory or public character, 
comprising not only schools governed by the Elementary Education 
Acts, but reformatory and industrial schools. There are also excel- 
lent chapters on the statutory powers as to technical instruction and 
secondary or intermediate education. 





EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY. 


THE Empioyers’ Liasriity Act, 1880, AND THE WORKMEN’s CoM- 
PENSATION Acrs, 1897 AnD 1900; wiTH THE STATUTES RELATING 
TO AND CASES DECIDED ON THESE ACTS; THE RULES OF PROCEDURE 
THEREUNDER, AND Forms. By ALFRED HENRY RvEGG, Q.C. 
FirtH EpirTion. Buatterworth & Co. 


This edition fully upholds the high standard of its predecessors. 
The subjects are treated exhaustively and with afi accuracy and clear- 
ness which leaves nothing to be desired. The cases are brought up 
to date, but it is signiticant of the rapidity with which the law 
becomes altered, that in the short time which has elapsed since the 
publication of this work, several of the authorities cited have been 
overruled or superseded by decisions of the House of Lords upon the 
construction of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 





LOCAL GOVERNMENT. 


Happon’s OVERSEERS’ HANDBOOK: BEING A COMPLETE AND 
PRACTICAL GUIDE TO THE Law RELATING TO THE POWERS, 
DuTIEs, AND LIABILITIES OF OVERSEERS, ASSISTANT OVERSEERS, 
CoLLEcToRS OF Poor RATES, AND VESTRY CLERKS, SECOND 
Epition. By W. H. Dumspay, Barrister-at-Law. Haddon, 
Best, & Co. 

This is a useful little book, and we are not surprised that the author 
has dropped the anonymity which concealed his responsibility fer the 
former edition The subject is not an easy one, but the exposition of 
it is clear, and the alterations in the law effected by the London 
Government Act, 1899, and other recent statutes are duly noted. 
The appendix of forms and orders of the Local Government Board 
will be found useful. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Relationship of Landlord and Tenant. B 
Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. William 
(Limited) ; Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 


Stone’s Justices’ Manual; being the Yearly Justices’ Practice for 
1901. A Guide to the Ordinary Daties of a Justice of the Peace, 
with Table of Statutes, Table of Cases, Appendix of Forms, and 
Table of Punishments. Thirty-third Edition. By Gzorcr B. 
KENNETT, Esq., Solicitor, late Clerk to the Justices of Norwich. 
Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 

A Digest of the Law relating to Marine Insurance. By M. D. 
CuatMErs, C.8.1., Assistant Parliamentary Counsel to the Treasury, 
and DovuGLAs OwEN, Barrister-at-Law., William Clowes & Sons 


EpeGar Foa, 
owes & Sons 


ds | (Limited). 


Conveyancing Costs (Rubinstein’s): The Solicitors’ Remuneration 
Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 44), and the General Order made in 
pursuance thereof; Land Registry Acts, Rules, Fees, and Costs, with 
Comprehensive Tables, shewing the Remuneration under each Head ; 
and Introduction, Summary, Notes, Precedents, Ap ix and 
Decisions under the Acts; being a Complete Guide to the Scale of 
Charges. By J. F. C, Bennett, Solicitor of the Supreme Court. 
Ninth Edition, Revised and Corrected up to date. Waterlow Bros. 
& Layton (Limited). 

American Law Review, January-February, 1901. Editors, 
Szymour D. THompson, St. Louis, LEonaRD A. JonEs, Boston. 
London: Reeves & Turner. 








The Lord Chief Justice will preside at the annual meeting of the 
Disc Prisoners’ Aid Society, which will be held in the Old Hall, 
Lincoln’s-inn, on Thuraday afternoon, the 28th of February. 

The forty-first anniversary festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent Associa- 
tion has been fixed for Tuesday, the 18th of June, at the Hotel Metropole. 
Mr. William Melmoth Walters will take the chair, and Lord Alverstone 


has kindly consented to attend the dinner. Members of the profession 
willing to have their names included on the list of stewards should notify 
the same to the secretary, 9, Clifford’s-inn, E.O. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE MORAL OF THE LAKE CASE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—Your correspondent of last week signing “Solicitor” has 
hit the right nail on the head when he suggests that inadequate 
remuneration is the cause of these frequent deplorable failures in our 
profession of late. 

“ When I was a lad and served a term 

As articled clerk in an attorney’s firm ” 
fifty years ago this year, there existed four fairly remunerative 
branches of the profession by the assiduous following of which, com- 
bined with the exercise of all the Christian virtues—not a fortune— 
but a competency could generally be obtained, and ‘deplorable 
failores”” were unknown or extremely rare then. These branches 
were common law Chencery, conveyancing, and bankruptcy. 

The last has gone from us entirely, conveyancing seems doomed, 


the Judicature Acts have amalg»mated the other two, increased tne’ 


fees payable to the Crown, abolished much of the work, and rub- 
stituted half pay (the dower scale) for the little which is left. While 
for matters under £500 and common law matters u:.der 
£50 we receive the inadequate pay of the county court scale of 


A big h legal official once said to me: ‘‘I don’t see bow a solicitor 
can make a living now.” The inability to make a living by the law 
induces its followers to embsrk in other pursuits to which they have 
not been brought up, and io which they are not likely to succeed, as 
they bave to compete with those whose lifelong pursuit such occupa- 
tions have been, and they naturally fail as land speculator-, Kent 
colliere, builders, or company promoters. 

The attempts to make money aliunde when the law fails are 
laudable if clients’ money is not used for the purpose. I have tried 
several times, but as I never have clients’ money in hand (forwarding 
it the day I receive it) my failures have only affected myself, 

I believe there sre scarcely any defaulting solicitors really dis- 
honest, and that they are fully persuaded they will be able to restore 
the moneys in full which they make use of. 

As it is, the public suffers awfully, and this is indirectly owing to 
the diminution of solicitors’ remuneration. 

While agreeing with your correspondent “Solicitor” as to the 
cause, I differ from him as to the remedy. Instead of “ urging the 
Law Society to endeavour to obtain an entire revision of our fees,” I 
think it would be just as useful to set up a neat and ivexpensive altar 
to Minerva and to make abundance of burnt offerings aud prayers 
for her intercession on behalf of the profession, as it would be to 
look to the Law Society to help us, since that body is unwilling or 
unable to accomplish so small a thing as the remission of the unjust 
a certificate duty. W. R. 

. 19. 





THE LIST OF PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY 
CAUSES, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sic,—It may be of interest to the profession to know that, as the 
result of s correspondence which we bave had with the President of 
the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, be has been good 
enough to promise that the printed list of Probate, Divorce, end 
Admirslty Causes hung in the corridor of the Law Courts by the 
Private Room of the Probate Registrar shall be marked daily 
ee so far as is possible, the cases stayed or otherwise disposed 


In grantiog this request, his lordship expresses the hope that it 
will be of assistance to the profession and suitors, and thet they will 
not allow themselves to be misled by the temporary nature of some 
of the stays. 

We had pciuted out to his lordship that stays in all divisions 
Were more or less ag sang bat that the profession ought to be able 
to ascertain con any day without troubling any official exactly how 
mavy of the cases in the printed list were effective. 

Hziper, Rozerts, Watros, & Tuomas, 

3 apd 4, Clement’s-inn, Strand, W.C., Feb. 20. 








The Surrey Beesions Bar Mess has, according tothe Daily Telegraph, unani- 
mousy agreed to adopt the recommendation of the Bar Vouncil with 
relerence to special fees. Any barrister going “ spevia! "’ to Newington or 

must have ten guineas. in addition to # proper brief tee, and a 
j of the seesions must be with him. Stress is laid on the words 


z 


proper brief fee” because it was getting » common practice to givea 
special fee of five guiness and a brief ke of ove or 0 guineas, and rd st - 
one shillings to the juuior. This * proper brief fee,’’ 


in addition to the 
difference, aud the sessions and bar 


| 


will make « 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 


Crown OFFICE, Feb. 15, 1901. 


The King has been pleased, by several Letters Patent under the 
Great Seal, to appoiat and declare : : 

That the persons who were appointed by her late Msj-sty to be of 
her Majesty’s Counsel learned in the law shall be nis Majesty's 
Counsel learned in the law, with all such precedence, power, and 
authonty as were originally granted to them ; : 

That the persons who were appointed by her late Majesty to be 
Lords Lieutynant and Keepers of the Rolls of the Peace within 
certain counties and other places shall be his Majesty’s Lords 
Lreutenant end Keepers of the Rolls of the Peace during his 
Maj-sty’s pleasure ; and 

That ths several Commissions of the Peace issued by her late 
Majesty for the several counties, boroughs, and places mentioned in 
the same shall continue to be of full force and effect, aud that tne 
persons thereby assigned or hereafter added shall be his Majesty’s 
Justices of the Peace. 





TRANSFERS OF ACTIONS. 
Orvens oF Court. 
Saturday, the 9th day of February, 1901. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord Hizh Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do nereby order that the action mentioned in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Cozens-Harvy (1901—B.—No. 122). 
In the Matter of Bennett, Finch & Company Limited. The London 
Trading Bank Limited v. Beanett, Finch & Company Limited. 
Haxssory, 0. 
Friday, the 15th day of February, 1901. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord Higa Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Fanwext (1900—H.—No. 3,85 1). 
The Hoxton Brewery Company Limited v. Henry Lovibond and Son 
Limited and Henry Lovibond and Son (1900) Limited. 
Mr. Justice Byrvz (1900—H.—No. 4 221). 
In the Matter of Henry Lovibond and Son Limited 
Allan Field v. Henry Lovibond and Son Limited, Clement Mitchell and 
William Fuller Hatssvry, OC. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


EASTWOOD BROTHERS (LIM.) v. HONLEY URBAN COUNCIL. No. :, 
18th Feb. 
Locat Goveanment —Szwace—Sewace Matrer—Trapve Errivenr— 


Pustic Heavrn Act, 1876, ss. 17, 2L—Puntic Heatran act, 1890, s 17 
—Kivers Puitution Act, 1876, ss. 7, 16. 


This was an appeal}from a decision of Byrne, J. (reported 48 W. R. 614), 
granting an injunction to restrain the defendants from cutting off the 
connection between a sewer and a drain from the plaintiffs’ mill. The 
facts of the case were as follows: The mill in question was acquired by 
the plaintiffs in 1890, but it had existed since the year 1853. In 1893 4 
dam was constructed from the mili which curried the trade effluent 
dircharged in the process of the manufacture into 4 channel knowa as 
Thirston Dyke, and that channel discaarged itself into a stream which 
flowed into the Kiver Holme. There was no interruption of the user of 
the drain for trade effluents so long as it discharged into Thireton Dyke. 
In 1885 the Honley Local Board, the then sauitary authority for the 
district, carried out a sewerage system under which they constructed a 
sewer near Thirston Dyke, and the workmen of the board, without any 
direction or communication with the then owners of Thirston mill, took 
up toe drain from the mill at the point where it met the new sewer and 
made a connection between them, wo that from that time the drain ceased 
to discharge into Thirston Dyke and the trade effluent passed througa the 
sewer into the River Holme. Under the Local Goverament Act, 1804, thy 
Honley Local Board became the Honley District Council.. In 1896 a joint 
committee of the Honley District Uouncil and the South Uroyland 
District Council was formed for the purpose of making sewers for the two 
districte. In April, 1897, the joint sewerage committee was, under a 
provisional order, superseded by a joint sewerage board, but only for the 
t of the main sewers, the sewers already made by either of the 
two comcils remaining vested in and under the control of the council 
in whose district they were wituate. ‘The detendants alleged, but ic was 
not in fact proved, that the effluent from Thirston mill into the sewer 
injuriously affected the sewer and the disposal of the sewage matter and 
exposed them to liabilities uncer the Kivers Pollution Act, 1876, s, 4. 
Lhey accordingly informed the plaintiffs of their inteniion to cut off the 
nnection between the sewer and the drain, and the plaintiffs taereupog 
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commenced this action to restrain them from so doing. Byrne, J., held 
that the plaintiffs were entitled to send their trade effluent into the sewer, 
and granted an injunction. The defendants now appealed. 

Tue Covrt (Ricry, Vavenan Wiis, and Srieuine, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal, holding that, whether you looked at section 21 of the Pubiic 
Health Act, 1875, or at section 7 of the Rivers Pollution Prevention Act, 
1876, there was no ground for disturbing the decision of the court below. 
If section 21 applied then there was an absolute right in the plaintiffs to 
discharge their trade effluent into the sewer. If section 7 of the Rivers 
Pollution Prevention Act, 1876, applied, then the facilities thereby given 
ought net to be withdrawn unless the case was brought within the proviso 
in the sub-section. That had not been fone, and therefore the appeal 
must be dismissed.—Covunset, Asquith, K.C., and Clayton; Danckwert+, 
K.C., and Waggett. Soxricrrors, Van Sandau § Co., for Mills ¢ Co., 
_— ; Jaques § Co., for Armitage, Sykes, § Hinchcliffe, Hudders- 
field. 

[Reported by &. E, Wittiams, Barrister-at-Law. } 


CHESSUM & SONS ».GORDON. No.1. 12th Feb. 


Practice—Correction or Mistake—AccipestaL Omtssion or Item IN 
+" or Costs—Taxation—Power to AMEND Czgrtiricate—Orv. 28, 
rn. 1 
‘This was an appeal from an order of Day, J., for the taxation of costs. 

The action was brought by builders against a building owner. At the 

trial before Lord Russell of Killowen, U.J., and a jury, judgment was 

ardered to be entered for tbe plaintiffs for an amount to be ascertained by 

a special referee. The referee duly made an award, and the plaintiffs’ 

rolicitors took up the award, at the same time payiug the referee’s fees, 

which amounted to £160 Ils. 8d. Formal judgment was entered for the 
plaintiff. for the amount fixed by the award with costs. On the taxation 
of tle plaintiffs’ costs the above-mentioned sum of £160 11s. 8d. was 
accidenta'ly omitted from the bill, and the plaintiffs’ costs were taxed and 
allowed at £516 8s. 7d. The plaintiffs, having discovered the mistake, 
applied to the judge at chambers for an order that, notwithstanding 
the « ertificate of taxation of the plaintiffs’ costs, the defendant should pay 
to the plaintiffs the sum of £160 11s. 8d., the amcunt of the referee’s fees, 
or such amount as might be allowed as a proper payment, on the ground 
that such item was by error not included in the payments made by the 
plaintiffs in their bill of costs. Day, J., made on order that the referee's 
jees, amounting to £160 11s. 8d., should be referred to the taxing-master 
for taxation, and that bis certificate should be amended, if necessary, on 
the ground that there had been a mistake. ‘The defendant appealed. 

By ord. 28, r. 11, ‘‘ Clerical mictakes in judgments or orders, or errors 

arising therein from any accidental slip or omission, may at any time be 

corrected by the court or a judge on motion or summons without an 

appeal.’’ ‘The following cases were referred to: Barker v. Purvis (56 L T. 

kep. 131), Fritz v. Hobsun (14 Ch. D. 542), Preston Banking Co. v. William 

Allsup § Sons (1895, 1 Ch. 141). 

The Court (A. L. Smirn, M.R, and Corts and Romer, L.JJ.) 

di: missed the appeal 
A. L. Surrn, M.R 


: raid that they were not prevented by any rules from 
doing justice in this case, which was not affected by the decision in 


Preston Banking Co. v. William Alisup § Sons. In that case there was an 
attempt to reopen a perfected judgment, and there was no slip at all. 
This was a simple case of an accidental slip or omission. In his opinion 
Fritz v. Hobson governed this case, and Barker v. Purvis was also in poiot. 
Either under the inherent jurisdiction of the court or under ord. 28, r 11, 
they had power to amend the mistake and order the defendant to pay the 
tum in question to the plaintiffs. 

Co.urns and Romer, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset Eustace Hills ; R. B. D. 
Acland. Soxicrrors, Mellor, Swith, § May; Mackrell, Maton, Godlee, ¢ 
(Quincey. 

{Reported by F. G, Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. } 


PHARMACEUTICAL SOCIETY ». WHITE. No.1. 15th Feb. 


Puarmacy Acrs—Sare or Porson— Orpers Transmirrep ny SAOPKEEPER 
To Property Reoisrerep Venpor—PxHarmacy Act, 1868, ss. 1, 15. 


Appeal by the society from the decision of a Divisional Court (Grantham | 


and Channel, JJ.), affirming the judgment of the County Court Judge of 
Worceetershire. The action was brought under section 15 of the Pharma -y 
Act, 1868, to recover a penalty from the defendant White for selling a 
two- gallon drum of a certain weed-killer, which was admittedly a poison 
within that section, he not being a duly registered pharmaceutical chemist 
Oc chemict, and druggist. ‘The defendant was a florist, caryymg 
on business at Worcesier, and his practice with reference to the 
sale of the weed-killer, which was manufactured by the Boundary 
Ubemical Co. (Limited) of Liverpool, was, when asked for it by 
customers, to inform them that he did not keep it. in stock and 


tbut they could either write direct to the Boundary Co. enclosing | 
& remittance, or he would take the —s give them a receip', ana | 


forward their order on to the company. e vad an arrangement with 
the company whereby he received a commission of 25 per cent. of the price 
of tie weed-killer sold through himasagent. By section 1 the sale of any 
poison by @ person not duly registered is made an offence within the scope 
of the statute. The county court judge held that, under this agreement, 
the defendant was a mere egent, in « similar position to a canvasser for 
orders for the chemical company, with authority to receive money on their 
behalf for orders to be subsequently executed by them, and he accordingly 


catered judgment for the defendant, on the ground that be was not a | 


seller of the poiloon within the meaning of sections 1 and 15 of the Phar- 
macy Act, 1868. The society appealed. 
Tux Count, without hearing counsel for the respondent, dismissed the 


#ppeal, 


A. L. Surrn, M.R., said the Act imposed a ty on anyone selling an 
article containing poison who was not a d 
chemist or chemist and druggist. In this case was no question, 
either that the weed-killer was not a deadly poison—for it contained 
arsenic to a large extent—or that the respondent was not a qualified person 
under the Act for the sale of such a poison. The appellants had contended 
that the Act made “ the seller’’ liable to a penalty, and that White was 
“the eeller,’”? whether the sale was to be treated as incomplete until 
delivery was made by the chemical company or White was to be 
regarded either as the actual vendor or the sgent merely or conduit- 
pipe for the company. The county court judge had found as a 
fact that White was not the seller, but only a mere agent for the 
vendors. It was not their duty to say whether they should have drawn 
or not such an inference from the facts stated, but it was their duty 
to see if there was any evidence upon which such an inference of 
fact could be supported at all. If there was any such evidence, then 
the judgment could not be disturbed. Having referred to the evidence of 
what took place at the sale in question, his lordship said it was clear that 
the respondent told the informant that he had none of the weed-killer on 
the premises, that he would take an order on behalf of toe company, or 
the would-be purchaser could send the order himself direct to Liverpool. 
The informant said he would rather give the respondent the order, and 
would pay for it then. Thereupon White made out a receipt on paper 
supplied by the company, and signed by himself as their agent. On such 
evidence it could not be said that there was no evidence to support the 
judgment appealed from, and this appeal would be dismissed, with costs, 
acc tdingly. 

Cottiss and Romer, L.JJ., concurred. [The appellants had been 
ordered to give an indemnity for all costs incurred by the respondent as « 
condition for leave to appeal, and counsel for the respondent applied that 
the appeal should be diemissed on those terms. The application was 
granted.|— CounseL, Danckwerts, K.C., and Grey ; Cavanegh § Orr. 
Soiicitous, Fluz, Thompson, § Flue ; Timbrell § Deighton, for Dobbs ¢ Hill, 
Worcester. 

{Reported by Exsxixe Reup, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re BRUTTON & BURNEY (LIM.). Re BURNEY NEW CROSS BREWERY 
CO. No 2. 18ta Feb. 


Company—Pamp-vp SHares—Fitinc Insvrricrent Conrract—Companres 
Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vicr. c. 131), s 25—Comranres Act, 1898 (61 & 62 
Vict. c. 26)—Companigs Act, 1900 (63 & 64 Vicr. c. 48), s. 33. 


This was an appeal from a decirion of Byrne, J., refusing an application 
by the New Cross Brewery Co. under section 1 of the Companies Act, 1898, 
for the registration of a memorandum with regard to some preference 
sbares in the company on the ground that they had not been paid for in 
cash, and that no contract providing for payment otherwi-e than in cash 
had bern regi-tered as :equired by section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867. 
By section 33 of the Companies Act, 1900, which came into operation on 
the lst of January, 1901. rection 25 is repealed, and i« is by sub-section 2 
enacted that ‘‘ no proceedings under section 25 of the Compavies Act, 1867, 
shali be commenced after the commencement of this Act”’’ Byrne, J., 
came to the conclusion on tbe evidence that the shares in question had in 
fact been p«id for iu ca>h, and on this ground he refused the application. 
Krom this deci-ion certain of the preference shareholders now appealed. 

Tus Court (Rreny, Vavcnan Wiurasms, and Srmutine, L JJ.) allowed 
the appeal and sanctioned a form of memorandum proposed by the parties, 
which they ordered to be filed. 

Ricsy, L.J., raid that the application was made ia order to render that 
clear which was otperwise doubtiul—viz., whether these shares had been 
| issued under a contract for a consideration other than cash. The shares 

were issued at a time when section 25 was in force and were open to the 
| objection that no contract was registered under that section. His lordshi 
| did not see that the power conferred on the court by the Act of 1898 
lever been taken away, and indeed there was some suggestion that the 
| power bad been kept alive be the very terms of the recent Act. No doubt 
| by the Act of 1900 section 25 had been repealed. A plaumble argument 

might be raised under the Interpretation Act that section 25 was not 
| ab oluvely repealed, but that it remained im force as to companies formed 
| before the Act of 1900. The appellants were not ueduly pertizacious in 
| urging that they did not know what their position was if section 25 
| was still in force and no proceedings could be taken against them 
| under it. Rut that did not cover tne whole matter. Suppose there 
| should hereafter be a winding up of the company and the appelian's 
|cesired to have a dve appropriation of the company’s assets, 
; is was not clear that they could obtain their share of the avwets even 
| though no proceeding could be taken agaiost them under section 25. 
| This was not an unrea onable contention, whether it was well founded or 
/not. For years the posiuon of the preference sharebolders might be 
| s riously affected Under the circumstances it was neither unjust or 
| inequitable that the court should wake an order under the Act of 1598 for 
the tiliag of a mem randam. 

Vavesan Wu.iiase, L J., said if one might assume the facts to be av set 
forth in the memoraudum there would be no difficulty in making the order 
asked for, But apart from the memorandum he should have felt some 
diftioulty, not as to whether such an order could be made, but whether 
| there was any contract in existence which could be ordered to be 

filed. Looking at the memorandum, however, there appeared to be such a 





| contract. 
Srrauino, L.J., agreed.—Counsa, agyett ; Blyeed ; Douglas, Sorrcrrons, 
Layteons ; Van Sandan ¢ Co. 
| Reported by 8, B. Witwans, Barvisterat.Lvw | 
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Re DE FALBE. WARD v. TAYLOR. No. 2. 6th and 7th Feb. 
Tsnant FoR Lire AND REMAINDERMAN—FIXTURES—TAPESTRY, 


This was an appeal against a decision of Byrne, J. The question in 
dispute was as to the ownership of some valuable tapestries which, at the 
tame of the death of the late Madame de Falbe, were in the mansion-house 
at Luton Hoo, of which she had been tenant for life. These tapestries 
were claimed on the one hand on behalf of those now interested in the 
mansion-house as part of the settled estates and as representing the 
freehold interest, and on the other hand by the executors and reriduary 
legatees of Madame de Falbe. The tapestries in question consisted of ten 
pieces—three in the hall ard seven in the large drawing-room of the 
mansion-house. The three pieces in the hall were hung in a manner 
similar to that adopted for hanging heavy pictures and pier glasses, and 
could be removed without injury to the wall. The seven pieces in the 
large drawing-room were fixed as follows: Small strips of wood 
were fixed in the wood on the walls by means of nails and screws, 
and over these wooden strips canvas was stretched and nailed, and 
the tapestries were fastened to these strips and over this canvas 
by very small tacks, which did not penetrate the wooden strips. 
After the tapestries were put up, white and gold mouldings, made by 
Messrs. Duveen Brothers, Uld Bond-street, for the purpose, were fixed 
round the strips of wood by thin wire nails and screws, some of which were 
long enough to penetrate, and did in fact penetrate, the face of the wall. 
These tapestries formed an essential feature of the general decoration of 
the room ; and, although the ceiling and frieze remained as before, the 
rest of the walls of this room were altered and redecorated to accord with 
the tapestries. Byrne, J., came to the conclusion that the three pieces of 
tapestry in the hall were not attached to the wall or fabric of the house in 
such a way as to constitute permanent additions to the mansion-house, 
and therefore he held that those three pieces were chattels belonging to 
the estate of Madame de Falbe. As tothe seven pieces in the drawing- 
room his lordship came to the conclusion that, from their position, 
importance, and the essential part which they played in the decoration of 
the room, they had been in effect annexed to the mansion-house, and 
passed with it to the persons interested in the settled estates. The repre- 
rentatives of Madame de Falbe appealed as regards the tapestries in the 
drawing-room. Tnere was no appeal as regards the tapestries in the hall. 

Tue Uovat (Ricsy, VavcHaN WIu1Ams, and Srreiixe, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Ricsy, L.J.—In this case, the tenant for life being dead, her claim is 
represented by her executor, but it is not a case between executor and 
heir. - It is a question between the legal personal representatives of the 
tenant for life, who are in the same position as the tenant for life would 
have been, and the remainderman. With reference to the question of 
fixtures here raised, we all know that time was when anything whatever 
which was affixed to the freehold was held to yo with the freehold, and 
only by slow degrees was that unbending rule modified. For instance, in 
Herlakenden’s case (4 Co. 64) it was held that hangings, though fixed in such 
a way that they might be removed, nevertheless went with the freehold. 
But in later times there came to be important exceptionsto that rule. One 
entitled a person who had put up fixtures for trade purposes to remove 
them. That exception is not confined to the case of landiord and tenant, 
but extends, as is shewn in Dudley v. Ward (Amb. 113), to a tenant for life 
and the person who comes into possession of the estate after his death. 
There is another well-established exception to the rule in the case of 
articles affixed to the freehold, not for the purpose of enhancing the value 
of the freehold, but for purposes of ornamentation. Such articles are 
removable by the person fixing them. The respondents were obliged to 
admit that that exceptivn also applies between tenant for life and remain- 
derman. But if articles affixed to the freehold have in specific cases been 
held to be within this exception, I cannot see why they should not be 
within the exception generally. Then the only question comes to be 
whether these tapestries were so affixed to the freehold as to become part 
of the houee, or were so affixed as to remain the property of the person 
who affixed them and of her executors after her death: There can be no 
doubt that these tapestries are as firmly fixed as though the person who 
put them up had intended tnem to remain there always, but that is not 
of much importance. Fortunately in these cases the court is not put to 
inquiry whether the screws which fastened an article on were one, two, 
or three inches long, or whether there were a dozen screws or half-a- 
dozen, or whether they penetrated the mortar or not. In all cases in which 
it appears that the article was affixed to the freehold for the purposes of 
ornamentation it comes within the exception and can be removed. The 
cases ot D’ Eyncourt v. Gregory (15 W. BR. 186, 3 Eq. 482) and Norton v. Dash- 
wood (44 W. B. 630; 1896, 2 Ch. 497) were relied upon by the remainder- 
man. With regard to the first of those cares I have great difficulty in 
following the reasoning used by the learned judge in supporting bis 
decision. I think that the findiug as to tapestries in that case cannot be 
supported, unless it turns out that there was come proof (which I do not 
discover from the report) that the house was fitted to the tapestries 
rather — 4 tapestries to the house. At any rate I am of 
opinion the decision in D’Eyncourt v. Gregory is not right 
applicable to 4 case of this kind, and for the "punposes of thie 
judgment I should hold that it ought to be overruled, The case of 
Norton v. Dashwood was very different trom the present case. ‘There the 
tapestries had belonged for generations to the house, and they were held 
to be attached to the house and not removable. I am not quite satisfied 
that the circumstances of that case were suflicient to authorize the finding 
of the court; but, at any rate, they were very different from the circum- 
tances of the prevent case. In the present case these tapestries were, no 
doubt, affixed to the wall, but the question we have to con-ider is whether 

they were not fixtures aflixed to the freehold by the tenant for life for 


purposes of ornamentation. I think they were affixed by her merely as 
decorative objects, and as such they are within the exception to the rule, 
that things fixed to the freehold must go with the freehold. 

Vaueuan Wiuiams and Srimume, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the 
same effect.—OounsEeL, Norton, K.C., and Wilkinson; Howard; Levett, 
K.C., and Methold. Soutcrrors Haiden, Woodward, $ Macleod; Lake, 
Shaw-Mackenzie, § Co. ; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co. 

[Reported by J, I. Srizuine, Barrister-at-Law.| 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re WILLIAM WHITE (Deceased). WHITE v. ESMOND. Buckley, J. 
13th Feb. 


EvipENcE—PrEsUMPTION—Past CHILD-BEARING— WIDOW. 


This originating summons raised the question as to the age at which, in 
the case of a widow lady, the court will presume her past child-bearing. 
Under the will of William White, who died in 1885, the defendant held 
certain leasehold property upon trust to pay unto or permit the testator’s 
daughter, the plaintiff Anna White, to receive the rents and profits during 
her life for her separate use, and upon her decease for all her children who 
should live to attain the age of twenty-one years, and if more than one in 
equal shares. Anna White was born on the 15th of November, 1844, and 
consequently was fifty-six years and three months old at the date of the 
hearing of the summons. In March, 1866, she married J. H. White, with 
whom she lived till his death in March, 1890. She did not marry again. 
She had one child only, a son, the plaintiff J. W. G. White, who was 
born in 1866. Mrs. White and her son, J. W. G. White, took out this 
summons under order 55, asking (among other things) that it might be 
declared that, in the events which had happened, she and her son were 
between them absolutely entitled to the said leasehold premises, and that 
the defendant might be ordered or authorized to assign them to the plain- 
tiffs or as they might direct. 

Bucxuey, J.—A number of cases have been cited where the presumption 
of a woman being past child-bearing was made. The material ones are 
the following: Haynes v. Haynes (14 W.R. 361, 35 L. J. Oh. 303), where 
the presumption was made in the.case of a spinster lady aged fifty-three 
years and two months, where it was questioned whether the age was not 
too low; Re Widdow’s Trusts (19 W. R. 468, L. R.11 Eq. 408;, where Malins, 
V.C., maie the presumption in the cases of a widow aged fifty-five years 
and four months, who had never had children, and of a spinster aged fifty- 
three years and nine months ; Re Millner’s Estate (20 W. R. 823, L. RB. 14 

. 245). @ case of a married woman aged forty-nine years and nine 
months, who had lived twenty-six years with her husband without issue ; 
Davidson v. Kimpton (29 W. RB. 912, L. R. 18 Ch. D. 213), a case ofa 
spiaster aged fifcy-four years; and Lyddon v. Ellison (2 W. R 690, 19 
Beav. 565), a case of a spinster aged fifty-six years. In all these cases 
the presumption was made for ages less than that in the case before me. 
No case has been cited such as the present, where the lady was a widow who 
had hada child. In the case of a spinster we cannot know whether she 
is capable of child-bearing, while a widow who has had children has been 
so capakle. On the other hand, where a widow, as in the case before 
me, has lived many years married without bearing any more children, 
it may be presumed that her capacity has ceased. It seems to 
me, therefore, that I may apply the rule followed in the case of spinsters 
to the case before me, and make the presumption. Two cases where the 
court has refused to make the presumption are distinguishable. In Croxton 
v. May (27 W. BR. 325, L. R. 9 Ch. D. 338) the age was fifty-four years, 
which is substantially less, and that was the case of a woman who had 
been married only three years. In Re Hockin (49 W. R. 114, [1898] 2 Ch. 
567), Lord Lindley expressly excepts cases like the present from the 
rule he lays down. Application granted.—Counset, H. Terrell, K.C., and 
Bacon ; Hornetl.—Sourcrrors, Keddy, Fletcher, § Fry ; Philbrick § Co., for 
Haynes § Co., Bow. 

[Reported by Nevit_z Texssutt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MACKELLAR v. HORNSEY. Buckley, J. 12th Feb. 


Practice—Srarine ovr Derencse—Frivotous on Vexatious Derence— 
Axnvuse or Process or THE Court—ApmMissions In CoRRESPONDENCE— 
Jupoment vor Puaintivy—R. 8. O., XXV.4; XXXII. 6. 


The plaintiffs as trustees under a will of the 7th of November, 
1900, agreed to sell, and the defendant agreed to purchase of them, 
certain leasehold premises in Dever-street, Piccadilly, used as 8 
private hotel, for £3,075, of which £307 10s. was to be paid down 
at once, and the remainder upon the 3rd of December, 1900, which 
was fixed as the day for completion. Until completion the business 
of the hotel was to be carried on at the risk of the purchaser. 
defendant paid the deposit money as agreed, but the rest of the money 
wasowing He had entered upon the property and swommenced 
structural alterations. Correspondence as to the completion followed the 
agreement, and on the 28th of December he wrote to the plaintiff's 


‘ solicitors ‘There is not the least doubt that I shall be able # 


complete this matter in a few days. In the meantime, as you 
are aware, I am spending a considerable sum on doing this 
property up.’’ The plaintiffs issued the writ in this action on the : 

of December, 1900, and the statement of claim was delivered 
on the 18th of January, 1901. It stated the above facts and that the 
defendant had accepted the title of the plaintiffs, who had been ready # 
carry out the agreement on their part, but that the defendant had re 
and still refused to pay the balance of the purchase-money or com 








It claimed specific performance of the agreement. ‘The defendant 
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by his defence did not admit (1) that the plaintiffs were trustees as 
alleged ; or (2) that he entered into the agreement, or if he did that the 
agreement was sufficiently set forth in the statement of claim, or that any 
provisions to the effect therein stated were contained in the agreement ; 
avd (3) he denied that the plaintiffs had made out a title or that the 
defendant had accepted such titles. The plaintiffs now moved that 
paragraphs (1) and (2) of the defence should be struck out as frivolous and 
vexatious under ord. 25, r. 4, and that judgment should be given for 
specific performance under that rule and under ord. 32, r. 6. 

BuckLry, J.—Upon the unanswered statements in the statement of 
claim, and upon the correspondence, I am of opinion that this is a defence 
put in for the purpose of gaining time. I am glad to find that there is an 
authority (Remington v. Scoles, 45 W. R. 580; 1897, 2 Ch. 1) under which I 
can strike out paragraphs (1) and (2) of the defence. I grant specific 
performance of the agreement, and order the usual reference to chambers 
as to the title of the plaintiffs.—Counsr, Astbury, K.C., and Edward Ford ; 
Ashton Cross. Soxictrrors, Dalston, Son, § Elliman ; Lamb, Son, & Prance. 

[Reported by Nevitiz Tevsvurr, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
BATEMAN ». BATEMAN. Barnes, J. 18th Feb. 


Divonce—RestirutTion or ConsucaL Ricurs—Service or Decree Ovr or 
JURISDICTION— TIME ALLOWED ror CoMPLIANCE WITH ORDER. 


This was an undefended petition fora decree of restitution of conjugal 
rights. On the 7th of November, 1900, the petitioner applied to the court 
for leave to serve the petition and citation out of the jurisdiction, the 
respondent having gone to British Columbia. The President granted 
leave and directed that the citation should he endorsed shewing that such 
leave had been granted. When the case came on for hearing, the court 
granted a decree of restitution, but inasmuch as the usual form of the 
decree orders compliance to be made within fourteen days, the question of 
the form in which the present decree should be drawn was raised, it 
being impossible for the respondent to comply with the decree in the 
usual time supposing that he was minded to do so. Thirty days had, 
however, been specified in the citation. 

Baxrnes, J., held that the decree should be drawn in such a way that the 
respondent should be given a time reasonable and sufficient to enable him 
to comply with it, and intimated that under the circumstances in this case 
two months might be reasonable. The learned judge further intimated 
that in the event of the noncompliance of the respondent with the order, 
it would rest with the petitioner to shew in any future proceedings that 
might be taken that the respondent had had a reasonable time allowed him 
within which he might have complied.—CovunseL, Barnard. Soxtcrrors, 
Cunliffes § Davenport. 

[Reported by Gwynye Hat, Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
HULL v. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. Div. Court. 16th Feb. 


“ Provections rrom Burtpincs’’—Exxcrric Sicn—Tiue at wuicu Marrer 
or ComPLAINT ARtsEs—JeERVis’ Act (11 & 12 Vicr. c. 43), s. L1—Lonpon 
Bui.pine Act, 1894, s. 73 (8). 

Appeal by case stated from the decision of James Bros, Esq., a 
metropolitan magistrate sitting at Clerkenwell, who had convictea the 
appellant under an information preferred on behalf of the respondents 
charging the appellant with unlawfully extending a projection—to wit, 
an advertising electric sign—at No. 209, Seven sisters-road, Islington, 
beyond the general line of buildings of the said road without the 
permission of the county council, contrary to section 73 (8) of the 
London Building Act, 1894. The case found that by an agreement 
in writing the appellant let to an advertising agent a position covering 
the first floor window at the corner of the premises for the purpose 
of exposing thereon an advertisement of an article known as ‘‘ Edwards’ 
Desiccated Soup.’’ The sign was put up on the 20th of June, 1899, and 
was completely aflixed to the external wall of the premiees. It consisted 
of a wooden case with a glass front, the case being attached to the external 
wall of the premises by iron brackets, a space of Gin. intervening between 
the back of the case and the wall, and a portion of the apparatus working 
the sign being within the room on the first floor, The sign measured 
10ft, 6in. in height by 7ft. in breadth, and was lighted at mght to show 
the advertisement by electricity. The sign, including tne brackets, 
Projected only l6in. beyond the external wall of the premises. ‘Lhe 
cornice of the shop front, which was below the sign, projected 20in. 
80 that the sign projected din. less than the existing projection of tne 
cornice. The sign did not project over the highway. Una the 16th of 
March, 1900, notice was served ou the appellant requiring him to comply 
with the law. The information was preferred on the 17th of May, 1900, 
and charged that the offence was committed on or about the ith of 
December, 1899, the date when it was brought to the attention of the 
council. ‘The council's architect gave his certificate defining the general 
line of buildings in the road on the 2nd of June, 1900. ‘The questions for 
the opinion of the court were: (1) Whether the prosecution of the all 
offence was barred under section 11 of the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1848, 
by lapse of time ; (2) whether the sign constivuted a projection within the 
Meaning of section 73 (8) of the London Building Act, 1894; (3) whether 
the appellant could, having regard to the agreement, under the circum- 
stances, be properly convicted of the alleged offence. 

Tux Oovrr (Buvox and Puitumons, JJ.) reserved judgment. 








Bruce, J., who read the decision of the court, thought that the sign did 
not constitute a projection within the meaning of section 73 (8) of the 
London Building Act, 1894. The whole of the preceding part of the 
section related to the construction of buildings, to prejections from 
buildings, in the nature of architectural projection or decoration 
or to the overhanging parts of buildings, and therefore it was 
plain that the projections from building, to which the main 
provisions of the section applied were projections forming part of the 
buildings from which they projected. The question they had first to 
decide was whether the words in the 8th sub-section, ‘‘ No projection from 
any building,’’ were used in a different sense and applied to a different 
class of projection ; whether they included such things as poles, bliads, 
sign-boards or other structures hung out from or attached to the outside 
wall of a house. The court though. not. A projection from a building 
meant a part of a building projecting or jatting out; it meant a 
prominence extending from the building in the sense of coming out from 
the building as part of the building. The object of the act was to 
preserve the width of the street. As to the second question, if any offence 
was committed, the court thought it was complete on the 20th of June, 
1899, when the sign was completely affixed to the premises: eee London 
County Council v. Cross (66 L. T. 731). As to the third point, the court 
thought that if the sign had been a projection within the meaning of 
section 73, and the proceedings had been taken in due time, the appellant 
could not have escaped liability on the alleged ground that he had no 
no power to control or alter the position of the sign without a . 
In the result, therefore, the conviction, determination and order should be 
reversed and the appeal allowed with costs.—CounsgeL, Macmorran, K.C., 
and FE. H. B. Kenrick ; Avory, K.C. Soxscrrors, 8. M, ¢ J. B. Benson ; 
W. A. Blaxland. 

[Reported by Easxrne Rep, Barrister-at-Law.! 

LAMBERT v. MAYOR, &c., OF LOWESTOFT. Lord Alverstone, C.J. 
12th and 18th Feb. 
Hicguway—Nutisance—Hoxe 1n Roapway Cavsep ny Derect iy Sewer— 
Action roR DaMaGEs aGAINst SanrTaRY AUTHORITY. 

Further consideration. The case was tried at the last Norwich Assizes, 
when the jury were dismissed and the case adjourned for further 
consideration. The action was brought agaist the sanitary 
authority of the borough of Lowestoft to recover damages 
sustained by a horse belonging to the plaintiff through the 
alleged negligence of the defendants. The plaintiff in his statement of 
claim alleged that owing to the improper and defective condition 
of a certain highway in the said borough the horse broke the surface 
thereof and was injured. He also alleged that the defective condition of 
the highway was owing to the defendants having so negligertly and 
improperly constructed a sewer therein that the soil of the highway 
was washed away and the highway became undermined. In the 
alternative the plaintiff alleged that the injury was caused by the 
fact that the defendants had negligently and impropezly constructed the 
highway when it had been excavated to construct a sewer, and further, that 
the defendants, knowing the highway was defective, neglected to repair it. 

Lord A.verstone, C.J., in delivering a reserved judgment, said he must 
give judgment for the defendants. A junction ot a drain with a sewer 
which had been made in mortar had been worked through by rats, and 
subsequently this caused a hole about two feet in diameter under the surface 
of the road. The crown of the road gave in under the weight of the plaintiff’s 
horse, thereby causing the injury. Nothing had occurred to give the de- 
fendants warning that there was any wrong with the sewer, drain, or 
road. I held at the trial, and still hold, that there was no evidence of negli- 
gence to go to the jury, and I therefore discharged them, counsel agreeing 
on both sides that the court, or, if necessary, the Court of Appeal, should 
have the power to draw any inferences of tact necessary to determine the 
case. Upon further consideration, counsel for the plaintiff did not rely 
on negligence, but contended tnat the plaintiff was entitled to recover 

es on the ground that a nuisance was constituted by the fact that 
a defect in a sewer was the cause of the existence of a hole in the 
highway. The responsibility of the defendants, the sanitary authority for 
the borough of Lowestoft, to maintain the sewers, rests upon sections 13, 
15, and 19 of the Public Health Act, 1875. In fulfilling their duties they 
are acting under statutory authority, and it is now clearly established 
that under ordinary circumstances no action lies for injury occasioned 
by the execution of a statutory duty unless 1t had been negligently 
performed. It was, however, argued that if the condition of the sewer did 
in fact cause a nuisance the plaintiff could recover apart from negligence. 
That contention, however, is uot supported by the cases cited, Bateman v. 
uplar District Board of Works (36 W.. 501, 37 Ch. D. 272), Borough 
of Bathurst v, Macpherson (4 A. C. 256, 27 W. R. Dig. 139), and Municipal 
Council of Sydney v. Bourke (1895, A. C. 438, 43 W. R. Dig. 74). I tind 
that in this case there was nothing to warn the defendants that there was 
anything wrong with the sewer, nor could they by the exercise of any 
reasonable care have discovered the existence of the hole under the 
road until the accident ——_ Judgment for defendants.—Covnsa., 
Witt, K.C., and Brnest BE. Wild; Kemp, K.C., and Poyser, Soxtcrrors, 
C. F. Martelli, for T. C. M. Rackham, Norwich ; Sharpe, Parker, § Ce., for 
R. B. Nicholson, Town Clerk, Lowestoft. 
| Reported by E.G. Srinuweit, Barrister-at-Law. | 


FITZPATRICK ». EVANS & CO. Div, Court. 9th Feb. 


Master anp Sxrvant—Pxrxrson Eupiorep sy Contractor my Coat Mixe— 
Conprrions or Exrtorment—Liasiuiry or Mins Ownan—“* Worxman ” 
—Ewmpioyers anp Workman Act, 1875 (88 & 39 Vier. c. 90), a. 10— 
Enrtoyrrs’ Lraniurry Act, 1880 (43 & 44 Vier, o. 42), s. 8. 


Appeal by the defendants from the St. Helens and Widnes County 
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Court. The action was brought by T. Fitzpatrick under the Employers’ 
Liability Act, 1880, and Lord Campbell's Act to recover damages from 
the defendants, proprietors of a colliery, for the death of hix son, who was 
killed during sinking operations at one of the defendant.’ pits. The 
defendants hed enter: d into a contract with one Morris, a “‘ sinker,’’ who 
to sink and wali the shaft of the said pit. The deceased was 
employed by Morris as a workman, and was paid by him. The following 
conditions of employment were (inter alia) issued in the defendants’ colliers 
** Record book of persons employed on the conditions undermentioned.”’ 
**Conditions of employment.’? Clause 3. ‘‘All usual and customary 
terms and regulations which obtain or exist with respect to the employ- 
ment of workmen and all other persons employed at the colliery sha'l 
remain in full force and effect as part of the contract between the employer 
and the workman or other persons employed.’’ ‘‘ For mines and con- 
tractors only.”” Clause 4 ‘‘ Kvery miner and contractor employed at a 
colliery shall upon engaging any drawer, workman, or other person to 
work under him, and before employing such drawer . . . require such 
drawer . . . to obtain a copy of these conditions and inform such drawer 
. . . that they are the conditions under which persons are employed at the 
colliery, and such drawer shall be bound by such conditions.’’ 
“‘For drawers and persons working under contractors only.’”’ Clause 
5. *‘ Every drawer employed by any miner, and every workman or other 
on employed by a contractor at the colliery, shall, in consideration of 
Scie employed at the works, be bound both as between himself and the 
miner or contractor and between himself and the owner by the terms of 
the conditions.”” At the trial it was objected on behalf of the defendants 
that the deceased was not in theiremploy. The jury, however, found as 
a fact that be was in their employ, and they awarded the plaiutiff damages. 
The defendants now appealed, relying on the case of Marrow v. "limby and 
Broughton Moor Coal and Fire Brick Co. (Limited) (1898, 2 Q. B. 588). 

Tue Covat (Wixts and CuannzLL, JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

Wu1ts, J., in giving judgment, said: This was a case of some difficulty 
and was on the border line, but there was no substential difference 
between it and the case of Marrow v. Flimby, gc. The question was 
whether any evidence existed that the relationship of master and servant 
existed between the mive owner and the deceased. He, the learned 
judge, thought there was no such evidence. The ‘‘ conditions” in the 

book of perrons employed were no evidence which would affect 
the deceased in the character of workman or servant other than of the 
contractor. The interpretation of these conditions was for the court. 
Under clause 5 the deceased must be presumed to have had knowledge 
of the conditions, because by clause 4 the contractor is bound to require 
every person working undez him to obtain a copy of the conditions, and to 
inform them that they are bound thereby. That undoubtedly establishesa 
seat. of contract between the mine owner and the workman of the con- 

. The deceased had therefore bound himself that in consideration of 
being employed by the contractor he would abide by the rules laid down for 
the safety of the mine. That was an ample consideration, because the mine 
owner could have discharged him if he had not bound himself by the 
conditions. The conditions, however, did not make the deceased a servant 
of the mine owner. 

Cuannzg1L, J., in giving judgment to the same effect, said that in 
addition to the contract that the deceased entered into with Morris, he 
entered into a collateral contract with the mine owner, but this contract 
‘was not a contract of service or a contract personally to execute any work 
or labour within the meaning of section 10 of the Employers and Work- 
men Act, 1875. Appeal allowed.—Covunset, Ruegg, K.C., and S. H. 
Leonard ; Montagu Lush. Soxtcrrons, W. Norton Ellen, for Bdwin Peace, 
Liverpool ; Charles Russell & Co. 


[Reported by E. G. Srituwewt, Barrister-at-Law. } 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


On Monday last, Mr. R. OC. Nesbitt in the chair, Mr, F. M. Guedalla, 
moved: ‘‘ That all titles to land in this country should forthwith be 
compulsorily registered, and all transfers of the same be likewise registered.” 
There also spoke: Messrs. P. B. Walmsley, H. H. Marks, J. R. Yates, 
W. J. Boycott, G. D. Elliman, R. D. Workman, F. J. Williams, and J. W. 
Ww . The motion was lost, three voting for and twelve against it. 








The changes resulting from Acts of Parliament, suys the Dublin 
correspondent of the TZimes, not infrequently produce complications 
unforeseen by the draftsman. The Dublin City Boundaries Kxtension 
Act is a case in point. A court of petty sessions was held in the old 
court house, Drumcondra, on Friday in last week, for the purpose of 

of cases which occurred in Drumcondra before the 15th of 

January, on which date that district was taken over by the Dublin 
municipal authorities under the Boundaries Extension Act. The solicitors 
for the defendants objected to the cases being proceeded witb, on the 
ground that the eneeeiatee pennant had no power to adjudicate as they 
not city magistrates. The objections, which were argued at great 

gave rise to some very lively exchanges between bench and bar. 
the legal gentlemen called upon the magistrates to produce their 
authority to adjudicate, and the chairman replied that they had the 
y of the Castle. Eventually the bench dismissed all the cases 
one, and in this case the solicitor for the defence announced his 
tion of spplyirg to the King’s Bench to have the decision quashed. 


a 


inte 





COMPANIES. 
LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST SOCIETY. 
Annvat Meetine. 


The thirteenth annual general meeting of the Law Guarantee and Trust 
Society (Limited) was held on Thursday at the head office, 49, Chancery. 
lane, Mr. Tuomas Raw tz, the chairman, presiding. 

The directors’ report stated that during the past year the sum of 
£125,203 11s. 6d. had been received for premiums, fees as trustees, and 
commissions, which, after allowing the sum of £31,177 53. 9d. for 
reassurances, left £94,206 5s. 9d. Toe percentage of management 
expenses, inclusive of agents’ commission, directors’ and auditors’ fees, 
on the above net income was for the year 27°02. Thesum of £15,000 had 
been added to the general reserve fuad, which now stands at £115,000. 
After the payment of all claims properly chargeable for 1900 against 
reserve for claims 1m suspense aud rebates, the directors had added 
£16,052 16s. 6d. to this reserve, again bringing it up to £50,000. The 
balance, including the amount brought forward from last year, was 
£15,563 5s. 1d.; from this £3,000 was paid as interim dividend for the 
balf year ending the 30 h of June last, and the directors recommended that a 
further sum of £5,000 should be paid in respect of the half year ending the 
31st of December. 1900, free of income tax, making the dividend 8 per cent. 
for the year. This would leave £7,563 53. 1d. to be carried forward. 
The directors were glad to state that Mr. F. R. M. Paillips (of the firm of 
Messrs. Gush, Phillips, Walters, & Williams) had joined the board, thus 
taking the place of Mr. John Hollams, jun., who had found himself com- 
pelled to retire owing to the pressure of his other engagements. 

The Secretary (Mr. T. R. Ronald) having read the notice convening 
the meeting. 


The Cuatrman moved the adoption of the report. He said it was his 
pleasure to congratulate the meeting on the very satisfactory result of the 
year’s workiog. On the credit side of the balancs-sheet it would be noticed 
that the General Reserve Fund which stood last yeur at £100,000 had been 
increased to £115,000 and that the reserve for claims was £50,000, the amount 
at which it stood last year. On the other side the assets and investments 
were sati-factory ; they were brought forward at cost price, as was the 
usual practice of the board. The item ‘‘ Properties takeo over —pending 
realization’ was, of course, always one of very great importance in the 
balance-sheet, and it was desirable to say a word as to what that item 
really represented. Where the society had been called upon to take 
over mortgages or debentures upon which default had been made 
or securities guaranteed by the society, the board held these until 
they saw a favourable opportunity when they could, with advantage 
to the sxciety, realize the securities ; s> that they avoided a forced sale, 
and the figures must necessarily be a large item. The amount stood in 
the balance-sheet at £62 000, of course less mortgages. Another item 
was ‘* Properties sold, £36,750,” that meant properties actually realized 
and disposed of ; and he might mention that since the balance sheet was 
published a further realization had taken place of £12,000, which was a'l 
to the good. Then, with regard to the item ‘‘ Expenditure on site of 
Carlton Hotel, £280,000,” that was exactly the same as at the last annual 
meeting. The board had not, for reasons which would be appreciuted hy 
the meeting, made a change in the amount. They had not had the oppor- 
tunity of disposing of the property with advantage to the society. But that 
the Carlton Hotel was a very satiefactory property they all knew. The 
hotel was doing very well. Thesociety bad a first charge on a'l the asset, 
and it was as good and sound an investment as one could wish. There 
had been no opportunity during the past year of disposing of the 
debentures, and therefore they were kept up at cost price. ‘* Advances 
against securities and sundry debtors’’ stood at £30,227. This was a 
large item; it repreeented to a very large extent moneys advanced by the 
society for the purpose of protecting securities. They were by way of 
further advances to mortgagors, and were perfectly satisfactory securities. 
There was a considerable margin between the amount advanced and the 
value of the properties. Where the board considered it advisable to 
prevent a property being forced to sale they made advances to the 
mortgagors, and this was largely what had led to these figures. Ooming 
to the revenue account it would be seen that the society had paid away a 
large sum in claims, and although it was an unpleasant thing to have to do so, 
if the society did not pay claims it was perfectly certain they would not get 
premiums. He did not think, therefore, that there would be any com- 
plaint with regard to that. The more it was known that the society had 
established a character for liberal settlement, the more it would be to the 
advantage of the society. The management expenses were slightly in- 
creased ; substantially that increase was repre-ented by commission. But 
competition had increased, and that accounted for the matter. It was 
very gratifying that, notwithstanding that last year had been such a bad 
year, both financially and in other respects, the society had increased its 
income even beyond that of the previous year, which was far and away the 
best year up to that time. The ‘‘reinsurances’’ stood at practically the 
same as last year—£31,000. Tnat item counted on the side of caution, 
it strengthened the position of the society, and in fact represeated 
an additional reserve. The ‘“‘ amount brought down” was £39,000; 
out of that the board nes to add £15,000 to the general reserve, and 
to pay a dividend which, with the interim dividend, would amount to 8 
per cent, for the year, aud to carry forward to the next account £7,000 
odd. The tide of prosperity which had attended the working of the 
society was still flowing, notwithstanding a year of very great depression, 
financial embarragsments, and flucfuations in the money market. This wasa 
very gratifying result. The continued increase of the business represeuted 4 
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nett premium of £4,000 and that coming upon the top of the previousiy 
most successful year, was, he thought, highly satisfactory. The reserve 
for claims in suspense and rebates did undoubtedly give great additional 
strength to the cociety financially, and made it much more acceptable to 
those with whom the society desired to do business, and out of 
whom the society made ite income. The society did really fulfil 
a great public demand, and was of use to the general community, and he 
thought that nothing could be brought forward to prove this more 
effectively than these items in the balance-sheet giving tne amounts taken 
over ‘pending realization.’’ In case of a forced sale widows or infants 
might have been kept out of their incomes for six months or longer; but 
by the action of the society persons entitled to their income had promptly 
had it paid to them. Then the capital bad been either paid over at once 
to them or they had been content with the society’s gurantee, and that 
they should take over the management of the business with a view to 
favourable realization, That was a great public service. It guarded the 
community aguinet accident that could not be avoided. In 
another branch of the society’s business he might claim that 
a great public want was fulfilled, that was in the matter of 
trusteeship It was getting more and more difficult to induce 
ordinary persons to accept the office of trustee. It was a thankless 
office and futl of risk and responsibility. There the society came in, and 
ensured absolute security to the trust funds. Tne accounts were all kept 
in separate books, and the society encouraged the family solicitor to oome 


to 1t, and that was, therefore, of great advantage tv the profession in. 


addition to being of use to the public. Tnen the society might be 
n‘minated as executor, and there again it was very usefu!. The society 
had been appointed judicial trustee in several ca-es recently, one a large 
one involving an estate of something over £200,000, where they were 
appoint d by the court. In these cases the solicitor to the trust continued 
to act for the society. Then, again, it gave great importance to a 
prospectus if the society was the trustees for the issue of debentures. 
This ensured the standing of the particular company being examiaed 
into for the purpose of sati-fying the society that it was a legitimate, 
fair undertaking. Of course the business depeuded to a great extent upon 
the support given to the society by the proprietors, and he hoped that each 
would do his best in this direction. Takivg the last quinquennium the 
figures of the society were as follows: in 1890 the gro-s premiums were 
£23,000 and the reserve fund £16,000; in 1895 the premium income 
hud risen to £68,000 and the reserve fund had come up to £50,000; last 
year the premium income was £125,000 and there wasa reserve of £115 000. 
He thought they would agree that the business of the -ociety was on a 
thoroughly sound footing and there could be no doubt that its financial 
strength made the guarantee of the society very much in request by those wno 
preferred the guarantee of a sound, solvent, cautious concern such as this 
in preference to that of some other more enterprizwwg concerns which did 
not hesitate te take risks which would make us stana aghast. The succe-s 
was due to the fact that the society had a most zealous board of directors, 
and, of course, Mr. Ronald, the secretary, was the man who had made the 
business. He had created it from nothing since the year 1888, and his 
indefatigable energy, zeal, ability, and knowledge they all most thoroughly 
appreciated. 

The Vice-Cuarmmman (Mr. Radclyffe Walters) seconded the motion, 
which was carried unanimously. 

On the motion of the Cxuarmman, seconded by Mr. Wm. Witt1ams, the 
retiring directors, Mr. E J. Bristow, Mr. J. E. Gray Hill, and Mr. 
Radcly ffe Walters, were re-elected. 

Un the motion of Mr. Curistre, seconded by Mr. W. R. L. Lows, 
Messrs, Deloitte, Dever, Griffiths, & Uo. were re-elected auditors witn a 
remuneration of 150 guineas. 

A vote of thanks to the Chairman moved by Mr. Lawron, and seconded 
by Mr. Batt, terminated the proceedings. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatinc Socrery.—Jan. 16.—Chairman, Mr. H. H. 
Richardson.—Mr. R. P. Croom Johnson moved, and Mr. H. G. Barrett 
seconded, a motion supporting an agitation to obtain an alteration of the 
tules of the Incorporated Law Society regulating the Intermediate 
Examination, which, after discussion, was carried by two votes. The 
remainder of the eveping was occupied by a highly successful impromptu 
debate which was both instructive and amusing. 


Feb. 19.—Chairman, Mr. Arnold Jolly.—The subject for debate was: 
“That the case of Re Hare and O’More’s Contract (1901, 1 Ch. 93) was 
wrongly decided.” Mr. W. E. Singleton opened in the affirmative ; Mr. 
H. J. Wallington seconded in the affirmative. Mr. D. 8S. Cornock opened 
in the negative ; Mr. E. B. Ames seconded in the negative. Tne following 
members al‘o spoke: Messrs. W. B. Buckle, A. W. Butler, H. C 
Mitchell, A. Dods, H. O. Lock, W. M. Pleadwell. The chairman summed 
up, and the motion was lost by one vote. 


Brrmincuam Law Srupents’ Socrety.—Jan. 15.—Chairman, Mr. T. H. 
Rursell —after the report of the committee and treasurer for the past 
~ bad been read and adopted, and the officers for the ensuing year had 

nm elected, the chairman delivered a short address, in which he gave 
tome very valuable advice to a young solicitor commencing practice on his 
Wa Account, derived from his own experience some years ago. A hearty 


vote of thanks to the chairman for presiding at the meeting and for his 
address was passed at its conclusion. 

Feb. 19.—The first of two lectures was delivered by Mr. H. Allday 
Griffith, barrister-at-law, on ‘‘ The Law of the Specific Performance of 
Contracts.’’ The lecturer dealt with the origin of the subject and the 
jurisdiction of the courts in relation thereto, afterwards treating of it in 
its application to land. 








MR. JUSTICE WILLS ON THE TREATMENT OF 
HABITUAL CRIMINALS. 


In a letter to the Times, suggested by Dr. Anderson’s article in the Nine- 
teenth Century and After on habitual crime and its proper treatment, Mr. 
Justice Wills says : y 

In my opinion. in dealing with the really professional criminal, the 
protection of society requires stern measures ; and such measures are really 
merciful if they can be made effectual towards the stamping out of 
habitual crime. Sometimes even severity may be of use, despite the 
objection many well-meaning people have to it. No crimes have been 
punished with more uniform severity than coining and blackmailing. 
Tnere has been a great diminution in both. There can be no dou 
that, in respect to habitual crime, heredity plays a large part, and it 
would be of great consequence could we prevent such criminals from 
becoming the parents of children who, both from heredity and from 
parental influence and teaching, should they be exposed to it, are 
certain to become criminals in their generation. The real difficulty in the 
way of dealing effectually with such persons is two-fold. The public in 
general, Iam sure, do not fully appreciate what a source and centre of 
mischief the habitual criminal is. The means of ascertaining whether a 
man belongs to that class or not are imperfect and not always trust- 
worthy, and it rests with the judge whether an offender is to be treated 
as belonging to it or not. What appears to be a severe sentence, when 
nothing is considered but the individual case or cases for which a man 
is indicted, is apt to raise on behalf of the offender a false and un- 
whoksome sympathy which would never be extended to him (except ia 
so far as every instance of wi: kedness deserves in a general sense pity 
as well as condemnation) if the true character of his life were known, 
A second difficulty, and a very great one, is the continuous and (with 
modifications scarcely worth aerey J the unrelaxing severity of peal 
servitude—the only punishment the law allows for any period bey two 
years. Dr. Anderson pleads for something more sensible and less rigorous, 
but which should be capable of great prolongation. Iam entirely with 

Over and over again have I been compelled to make a sentence far 

shorter than in my opinion the safety of society has demanded, and with a 
full conviction that the moment the prisoner should be released he would 
be at his old evil work again, because the long-continued application of 
such great severity is in itself almost too much punishment for any 
crime, and would be certain to cause something of a revolt agairs‘ 
it, which is a great evil in itself. Surely here are matters 
deserving of serious and searching inquiry; and surely, if all the 
knowledge which must be accumulatea and all the thought which 
must be bestowed upon the subject before anything is done is brought to 
bear upon it, there is reasonable hope of arriving at some useful result. 
I can imagine nothing more unfortunate than hasty legislation on such a 
matter. It might throw back the cause of reform for generations and do 
mtinite mischief. What wuld appear at first sight a reasonable treatment 
of the professional criminal would be a fair amount of real punishment, 
such as is afforded by penal servitude, for a period greater or less, accord- 
ing to circumstances, followed by detention, whether for life or only for a 
very long period, under conditions which, without being attractive, might 
yet involve very considerable relaxations of the discipline of penal 
servitude. A subject well worth consiveration in connection with any such 
inquiry as Iam advocating would be whether the fact that an accused 
person did belong to the class of habitual criminals should be ascer- 
tained by the verdict of a jury and upon what sort of evidence. 
To myself certainly such a means of determining the question 
would be far more satisfactory than the present method. There are 
in which I from time to time administer justice where I know from 
experience that the information given by the police is absolutely reliable, 
and where, if anything can be said in favour of a such as that 
he works when he can get work, or that since his last imprisonment be 
has worked for such a time, but has fallen into bad company again, aud 
the like—it is certan to be found in the report laid before the judge, but 
there are eon tae . have wt tend same sane nee og ao 
too, is gene confiued to the centres of po; ion. It ° 
if ever, obtainable from the county police, and even when it is obtainable 
it does not seem to me that, in respect of such a serious matter 
as shutting a man up for life or for twenty years, the mere report of the 
police authorities would be the right way of getting at the material facts. 
We have the meaas of effectual inquiry to our hands. For le, Dr. 
Ander-on’s experience is very great indeed. He is undoubtedly fearless, 
and pace his critic in your columns, in my opinion, a merciful and a fair- 
minded man. I doubt if anyone would more cordialiy echo the ae 
I pave ventured to give against confounding with the habitual 
the man who is a good deal like him a- first sight, but is not he, than Dr. 
Anderson himself. I +hould like very much to know Mr. Ruggles- Brise’s 
opinion on the matter [ have been dealing with. I have had no com- 
munication with hum on the matter, and it is quite possible he might take 








another view. But he is sure to have an ©) mn eae 8 508, Sees 
is, it is certain to be well and worth having. 
He cannot speak, however, without some form of inquiry. What 
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I want to plead for is not the acceptance of Dr. Anderson’s views, or my 
own, or anyone else’s, but prompt and effective inquiry, and, if the out- 
come of such inquiry should be that substantial improvements can be 
effected in our methods of ascertaining who are babitual criminals and of 
dealing with them when they are ascertained to be such, then, and then 
only, for legislation. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Sir Henry Watson, who died at Sheffield on Sunday last, in his 86th 
ear, was admitted in 1536, and on the retirement of his father, Mr. John 
ateon, solicitor, joined his brother, Mr. Thomas Wright Watson, in 
carrying on the practice. After the death of Mr. T. W. Watson in 1865, 
he practised alone until 1872, when he took into partnership Mr. W. B. 
Esam. In 1880 Sir Henry retired from practice and Mr. Jonathan Barber 
joined Mr. Esam, the style of the firm becoming Watson, Esam, & Barber. 
Sir Henry was thus for over 40 years a practising solicitor at Sheffield. His 
interests, however, were by no means limitea to the work of his office, 
but extended to politics and commerce. He was chairman of the Sheffield 
Conservative Association for many years, was elected a member of the 
Carlton Club for distinguished political services, and received the honour 
of knighthood in 1886. He was also chairman for many years of Oharles 
Cammell & Co., of Sheffield, and a director of many other companies. 
Every charitable and philanthropic movement in the city of Sheffield and 
neighbourhood, says the Times, had his assistance, and in social matters he 
was a leader of his fellow-citizens. His portrait by Mr. Herkomer, R.A., 
was subscribed for by the citizens of Sheffield and presented to the Cutlers 
Company. 

The death is announced of Mr. Gzorcr Xavrer Secar, Recorder of 
Oldbam, and Revising Barrister for the Blackburn district, in his sixty- 
third year. Mr. Segar was called to the bar in 1862, and was 2 member 
of the Norther Circuit, practising at Liverpool. 


INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Henry Friern, deceased.—If any solicitor has or has made a Will for 
the ahove deceared, who, during his lifetime, resided in or about 
Streatham, London, 8.W.. they will oblige by communicating with 
Fatvoye, Field, & Baker, 23, John-street, Bedford-row, London, W.O. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 


DIss0LUTION. 





Grorce Marris and Jonn Grorcr Maxwett Brownony, solicitors 
(Marris & Brownjohn), 1, Quality-court, Chancery-lane, London. Dec. 
31. [ Gazette, Feb. 12. 





GENERAL, 


According to the American Law Review, Mr. Silliman, of the New York 
bar, at the age of ninety-six, is transacting considerable legal business. 


On Tuesday, at the Monmouth Assizes, says the Daily Mail, a prisoner 
who had been sentenced by Mr. Justice Wright to three years’ penal 
servitude, said to the judge: ‘* You can’t give me three years fora firet 
offence.”” ‘* You may be right,’’ replied the judge, and looked into his 
etatute book. But he apparently was not sure of the point, so he asked, 





** Why do you dispnte the sentence ?”’ 


the prisoner readily explained, ‘‘and I've seen it in the papers.” The 


judge had another look at his book, and then told Smith that if he found | 


the sentence was wrong he would alter it. 


We have before us, says the American Law Review, a number of the 
Kathiawar Law Reports, publi-hed, ‘‘ with the permission of the Political 
Agent, Kathiawar,’’ by Ganeshji Jethabhai, Kathaiwar Agency Pleader, 
at Limbdi, India. Some of the law which we find administered, according 
to the reports of cases given therein, furnishes curious reading to us 
Americans. One case, in a “‘ Criminal Revision’’ Court attracts our 
attention. The syllabus of the care referred to is as follows: ‘‘ Where 
accused broke into an empty house in order to enjoy a widow, and were 
accordingly convicted of lurking house trespass by night, /c/d, n revision, 
that they were not guilty, connectim with a widow being no offence, 
and hourebreaking being «nly an eggravated form of criminal trespass.” 


On Monday last Lord James of Hereford presented, on behalf of the 
subscribers, the memorial portrait of the late Sir Charles Hall, Q.C., M.P., 
Recorder of London, to the mayor, aldermen, and councillors of the 
borough of Holborn, Lord James, in making the presentation, said that 
Sir Charles Wall was truly a good judge, for he ever sought to see that 
justice should be rightly done. His humanity was ever warring against 
inhumanity, and bis true heart was ever turning to the protection of the 
weak. Thus it was that he became what every judge should become— 
the of those who euffer, the dread of those wno wrong. The Duke 
of Bedford, as Mayor of Holborn, accepted the gift. The Master 
of the Rolls said that perhaps he was the oldest friend of Sir Charles Hall 
in the room. When their late friend determined to come to London to 


‘* It’s a first offence, not a felony,”’ | 








espouse the law he became one of his first, if not bis firrt, pupil at the bar, 
apd he could say without fear of contradiction that of all the pupils he had 





during the many years that he was at the bar Sir Charles Hall was by far 
the most illustrious. 


In the House of Commons on Tuesday Mr. Gibson Bowles asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether his attention had been called to the 
case of Benjamin Greene Lake, solicitor, sentenced to penal servitude for 
fraud; whether he was aware that this was the same person who was, up 
to May last, the chairman of the Discipline Committee of the Incorporated 
Law Society; whether this was the committee which conducted the 
investigation of cases in which fraud or other misconduct was charged 
against solicitors in order to ascertain whether there were grounds for 
striking them off the rolls; whether he still adhered to the statement of 
May last that having personally inquired into the allegations made against 
the Incorporated Law Society he was satisfied with the explanations given § 
and whether he proposed to continue the payment out of public moneys of 
£2,500 a year to the Incorporated Law Society towardsdefraying the expenses 
of their investigations into alleged frauds or other misconduct by solicitors, 
The Chancellor of the Exchequer said the committee referred to in the 
question is a statutory committee of the Incorporated Law Society 
appointed by the Master of the Rolls, whose duty it is to consider allega- 
tions against solicitors of professional misconduct, and report to the court 
if a primd facie case is made out ; they also report to the Public Prosecutor 
if there is primd facie evidence of a criminal offence. The person mentioned, 
whose name is B. G. Lake, retired from the committee in December, 1899, 
I adhere to my statement of last May on the subject. The allegations 
into which I inquired related to certain specified cases, and had been made 
in the public Press. I do aot see why the vote to this society should be 
withdrawn because one person who held a high position in it has been 
convicted of crime. I fear that even the House of Commons has in the 
past suffered in the same way. 


At the Gloucester Assizes last week, says the Zimes, Mr. Justice Wright 
and a special jury tried the cause of Dauncey y. Holloway, in which the 
question was raised whether to say of a solicitor that he has suffered heavy 
money lossesis or is notactionable yer se. The plaintiff, Mr. Richard Dauncey, 
is in practice as a solicitor at Wootton-under-Edge, and he brought this 
action against Mr. Frederick Holloway for slander, the words complained 
of being: ‘‘ They tell me he (the plaintiff) has gone for thousands, not 
hundreds, this time,’’ and ‘‘ I am told Mr. Dauncey has lost thousands.” 
In the statement of claim it was set out that the plaintiff in the course of 
his business or profession ‘‘ was, and is, in the habit of receiving moneys in 
trust for, or on behalf of, clients for investment and otherwire,’’ and that 
the words complained of were spoken of him “in relation to his said 
business or profession and the conducting and carrying on thereof by him,” 
and meant that he ‘‘ was insolvent and unable, and would be unable, to 
pay his clients the moneys received or held by him in trust for, or on behalf 
of, them, and that the plaintiff had misappropriated moneys belonging to, 
or payable to, his clients, and that he was unfit to carry on his said 
basiness or profession and to receive or hold moneys in trust for, or on 
behalf of, clients.”’ On the part of the defendant (who, however, did not 
allege the truth of the words imputed to him) it was denied that the state- 
ments were slanderous. In the course of the argument, counsel for the 
plaintiff drew his lordship’s attention to a decision of Mr. Justice 
Wills and Mr. Justice Kennedy ‘‘ Re an Application under the 
Solicitors Acts’? (47 W. R. 575), and pointed out that by section 
23 of the Solicitors Act, 1843, a discretion as to the renewal of a colicitor’s 
certificate is given in certain cases to the Incorporated Law Society ; he 
contended that the case in question shewed that bankruptcy, if not 
insolvency, is such an event as gives the society the opportunity to exercise 
their discretion ; he also referred to the recent action uf the present Master 
of the Rolls, who, while for the current year granting certificates to some 
100 solicitors being undischarged bankrupts whose certificates had been 
refused by the Incorporated Law Society, intimated that he would look 
into the matter, and that such renewals would not be a matter of course 
in future. Mr. Justice Wright doubted if the case cited went the length 
to which the learned counsel’s contention pushed it; he thought that insolv- 
ency, and even bankruptcy alone, would not justify the refusal ofa certificate, 
though it might warrant inquiry into a solicitor’s conduct and affairs. He 
entertained a doubt whether the words said to be slanderous imputed even 
eo much as insolvency ; he thought the two statements ought to be read 
together, and the graver form qualified by the lighter one ; the two were 
really a general allegation that the plaintiff had had losses, which might 
have been the case (happily it was not the fact) without the sligntest 
fault of bis own, through misfortune. Hus lordsbip, accordingly, held 
that the words were not capable of a defamatory meaning per se and that 


| there was no question to be left to the jury, who, by his direction, found 


for the defendant. Mr. Lawrence, tor the defendant, disclaimed sny 
intention to impute any misconduct whatsoever to the plaintiff, and 
regretted that there should have been any idea of anything of the sort. 
His lordehip expressed his satisfaction at that disclaimer. 


WaAknINnG To InTENDING House PurcHasgrs AND Lessexs.—Before put- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Tested and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering 
Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street. Westminster. Fee 
quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
‘“‘Sanitation,’’ London. Telephone, ‘‘ No. 316 Westminster.””—[Apvr.] 

Wuy Pay Renr ?—A Mortgage Policy is offered by the Scorrs# 


Tempznance Liyz Orrice over approved House Property, repayable by 
half yearly instalments, which may be less than the rent. A great feature 


is that in event of death, the house becomes entirely free for the family. 
Mortgage expenses borne by the Company. Full prospectuses, etc., a 
London Office, 96, Queen-street, Oheapside.—-[Avvz.} 
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COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or ReoisTrars tx ATTENDANCE ON 










Emercency Appeau Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Date. Rora. No. 2. KEKEWICH. BYRNE. 

, Feb.. ..25 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Lavie Mr. Leach Mr, Beal 
pee.“ 2% King Carrington | Godfrey Pugh 
Wednesday. Greswell Lavie Leach Beal 
Thursday ...... .. Church Carrington Godfrey Pugh 
Fridav, March . Farmer Lavie Leach Beal 

=e Leach Carrington Godfrey Pugh 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
sai Cozens-Harpy. FARweEtt. Buckiey. Joyce, 
Monday, Feb ........... 25 Mr. Church Mr. Pemberton Mr. King Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday ....... +226 Greswell Jackson Farmer Pemberton 
Wednesday . Church Pemberton King Carrington 
Thursday .. we Greswell Jackson Farmer Lavie 
Friday, March ......... Church Pemberton King Pugh 
Baturday ............000000 2 Greswell Jackson Farmer Beal 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALE OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

Feb, 27.—Messrs, Eowin Fox & Bovsriz.p, at the Mart, at 2:—One-half of a King’s 
Freehold Share in the New River Corporation, yielding last year £1,378. Also 15 £100 
New Shares, yi2lding 18} per cent —Solicitors, Messrs. Trower, Still, Freeling, & 
Parkin, London. (See advertisement, this week, p..5.) 

RESULT OF SALE. 
Reversions, Lire Po.icies, anp Snares, 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrietp held their 685th Sale of the above Interests at the 
Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, the following Lots changing hands at the 
prices named : 

REVERSIONS : ‘ £ 
Absolutute to One-fifth of about £19,355; life55 =... vee «« Bold 1,970 
Absolute to One-ninth of £3,334; life 68 o- nae als oo og 170 

INTEREST IN POSSESSION in a Moiety of £25,000 subject to 

certain contingencies... < ri = eee nT) 3,(50 

LIFE POLICY for £500 with profits ; life 57 eae _ ous oo 240 

SHARES in Graphic and Daily Graphic (H. R. Baines & Co., Ltd.),a 

Block of £10 Shares (£7 paid) .. = ; ne Sold at per share 45 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.— Fray, Feb. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurep mn CHANCERY. 


Apvaycr Iyscrance Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 12, directed to be 
heard on Feb 27. Helder & Co, 3 and 4, Clement’s inn, Strand, for Lewis, Newport, 
Mon, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 26 

British AND CoLoniAL Investment Co, Limirep (1x Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors 
ate required, on or before March 16, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to W. Forsythe Harbord, 51, Bishopsgate st Within 

British Cootearpiz, Limitep (1x Liqurpatrion)—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Ernest Treweek, Finsbury House, Blomfield st 

Pioyern Development AND Exrioration Co or Bririsn Cotumsra, Liurtreo—Creditors 
are required, on or before March 30, to send their names and addresses, with particulars 
of their debts or claims. to William Cooper, 20 and 21, Lawrence lane, Cheapside. Bell, 
15, Queen st, Cheapside, solor 

Scorry’s Gop Mine, Liwrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before April 6, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Christopher Percy 
Oswald, 63 and 64, New Broa4 st 

Suerrixtp Cycte Moron Car anv Accessories Exuisrriox Co, Limrrep—Creditors are 
required, on or before March 39, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims to William Henry Babington, Sports Office, High st, Sheffield. 
Bramley & Son, Sheffield, solors for liquidator 

Wu. EH. M. Burcxss, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 15, to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. H. M. 
Burgess, 21, Charterhouse st 


London Gazette.—Tursvay, Feb. 19. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loirep mm CHaNcerRY. 


Richton Hore.s, Limrrkep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 15, directed to be heard 
on Feb 27. Mason & Uo, 63, Great Tower st, solors for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’cleck in the afternoon of Feb 26 
ALEY Ink Co, Limirep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are uired, on or before April 1, 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claima, to W. J. 
Duiardin Bolt, 68, Queen Victoria st. Saunt, 89, Chancery lane, solor to liquidator 

Noarazry Pyeumario Tyre Synpicare, Limrren—Creditors are requested, on or before 
April 19, to send their names and adoresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Ei: Williams, 75, Princess at, Manchester. Diggles & Ogden, Manchester, solors for 
liquidator 

“Parmer” Raising Macnine (SeLLERs Parent), Luourep—Credit are required, on 
or before Thursday, Feb 28, to send their nemes and addresses, and the oulars of 
their debts or claims, to Mr James Clough Wright, 82, Market st, Bradford, Neill & 
Holland, Bradford, solors for the liquidator 

Phopenry Gazerrenn, Linirep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 11, directed to be 
heard Feb 27. Miller, 58, Lombard st, solor to petner. Notice of Saas must 
Teach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 

Tuomas Cross & Co, Linrrep—Oreditors are required, on or before Feb 23, to send their 
Dames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Smith, 
Eekrick House, Bolton Broadbent & Heelis, solors for the liqui 

Woootey’s Gory Mines, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 12, to send 
in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or to Geo, F. 
Fulcher, 19, St Swithin’s ln 








FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Wipow anp Orruans Funp or tHe Hapiey ayp Oaxen Gates Distaict or tue AO F, 
Station Hotel, Oaken Gates, Wellington, Salop Feb 5 





CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fnivay, Feb, 15. 


Grirritu, CATHERINE Harriet, Dolgelly, Merioneth March 13 Jones vy Owen, Farwell, J 
Davies, Dolgelly 

KetrLeweE.., Wi.u1aM, Sutton, Macclesfield, Licensed Victualler Marché Kettlewell v 
Kettlewell, Kekewich, J Farrar & Crowther, Bradford 

Maruixson, James Fregerwoop, Fleetwood, Hotel Proprietor Feb 28 Gibson v Bee, 
Registrar, Preston Agnew, Booth et, Manchester 

Rorn, Fraeperick Avovst, Swansea, Sausage Skin Manufacturer March 15 Lucas v 
Holmes, Kekewich, J. Evans, Swansea 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazetie.—Turspay, Feb. 12. 
Atpworrs, Haynan Magia, Fakenham, Norfolk March 19 Mundell, Godliman st 
Ba.urscer, Ricuarp, Heathcote st, Gray’s inn rd March 30 Brown & Co, Finsbury 
pavmt 
Briacxmore, James, Bristol March 12 Martin & Co, King st, Cheapside 
Bvaxecey, Wittiam Watiack, Hastings March 31 J & E Whitworth, Manchester 
Cuark. Henry, Efford Manor, nr Plymouth, Barrister March 8 Woollcombe & Sons, 
Plymouth 
Darsy. James Epwin, Bridlington Quay, York, Hosier April 6 Harland & Son, 
Bridlington 
Davey, ALEXANDER Grorcz, Ryde,I W March 25 Foyer & Hordern, Essex st, Strand 
Davies, Harriet, Southport, Lan¢és March 19 Mundell, Godlimaa st 
Epuunps, Buaycne Sornia Mryes, Maidenhead, Berks March 13 Tickell, Essex st, 
Strand 


Freeman, Tuomas, Margate April6 Campbell & Co, Warwick st, Regent st 
Govpsuit, Ferpixanp Grrarpus, Hercules passage March 25 Clarke & Co, Gresham 
Heuse 


Hatt, Danie, Swardeston, Norfolk, Builder March5 Pricr, Norwich 

Hat, Epwarp, Long Acre, Coachbuilder March 12 Ford & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Hagzison, Joun Cortixsox, Whitburn, Durham April2 Oowling & Swift, York 

Hawsrys, Rev Cuartes Hatrorp, Winchester March 31 F J & J C Warner, 
Winchester 

Hiut, Freperic Cuar.es, Bishopsgate st April5 Emanuel & Co, Walbrook 

Hortrn, Ricnarp, Sherborne, Warwick, Farmer March 30 Hortin, Dennington Park 
rd, West Hampstead 

Jounstoy, James, St Martin’s ln, Baker March 8 Nickinson & Co, Chancery In 

Kirton, Wittram Heyry, Legbourne, Linceln May 10 Allisons & Allisons, Louth 

Kxicutox, Wituiam, St Leonard’s on Sea Feb 28 Kaighton, St Leonard’s on Sea 

McInnes, Evizanern, Wallasey, Chester March 27 Radcliffe, Smith, & Co, Liverpool 

Marsa, Joun, Dewsbury, Draper April1l Chadwick & Sons, Dewsbury 

Rawtixson, Apnanam Grorar Monk, Aylsham, Norfolk March 6 Leathes Prior, Norwich 

Sritrie, Mary Any, St Agnes pl, Kennington Park March 21 James & James, Ely pl, 
Holborn circus 

Sreer, Jane, Marystowe, Dsvon Feb 22 Johnstone 

Watt, Gees Tuomas, Richmond March 16 Voules & Co, Bishopagate st, 

ithia 
Wisox, Davin, Brading, IW March Si Wooldridge & Wilton, Sandowa 


London Gazette,—Faivay, Feb, 15, 


Avenpana, Hananet, Brighton March 1 Romain, Bishopsgate Without 

Anan, Exvizanetn Gore, Bracknell, Berks April 22 Robinson & Co, Coleman st 

ALLARD, Grornct ALrrep, Cheadle, Stafford, Saddler Feb 21 Cull & Brett, Cheadle 

Barrisip, Asner, Clarges st, May Fair, Brickmaker March 12 McKinson & Co, 
Chancery la 

Benn, Joux, Birmingham March 25° Green, Birmingham 

Cuarke, Evizanern Dora, Reading March 30 Beale & Martin, Reading 

Ciarkson, Joux, Muker, York, Farmer April15 Ayre & Son, Doncaster 

Cox, Tuomas, Milton Courtrd Feb 28 Edwards, Queen Victoria st 

Davins, Epwarp Morats, Barmouth, Merioneth March 25 Morris, Carmarthen 

Dray, Ronert, Derby March 30 Hankinson & Meakin, Derby 

Dovey, Ayxis, Hanley Castle, Worcester March 30 Russell, Malvern Liak 

Freitpex, Monraaur Laytanp, Sunbury on Thames March 11 Hicks & Co, King st, 
Govent Garden 

Ginsons, Bexy amy, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick March 30 Baker, Birmingham 

Guorre, Writ1am Davis, Exmouth, Devon March 28 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 

Gnairrrras, Jerewiu, Lyonsball, Farmer March 25 Temple & Philpin, Kington 

Harner, Farprnick, Brompton March 30 Allen & Son, Soho aq 

Rasen, Bosene, Bradford on Avon, Wilta March 15 Baayen & Compton, Bradford on 

von 


Hauer, Tomas, Troutbeck, Westmoreland March 5 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
Hanr, Sanan, Tulse hill March 16 Lattey & Hart, Camomile st 
Havuxweat, Groner, Durham, Engineer March 16 Chapman & Son, Durham 
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Hospay, Hear, Banbury, Oxford, Builder March 13 Aplin & Co, Banbury 
Horxix, Hersert Epwarp, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler March 15 Spencer, 
Nottingham 


Howanp, Hensenrt, Grassendale, nr Liverpool, Ship Store Dealer March 27 Hill & Oo, | 
Liverpooi 


Hures, Joux Hatt, Hove, Sussex March 12 Huish, Ilkeston 
Joussox, Cuaries James Haixes, Boscombe, Licensed Victualler March 16 D’Angibau, | 
Bournemouth 


Jouystoxe, Samver, Lower Clapton Marchii Finch & Turner, Cannon st 


en Ree Putapevesia Rivers, and Carovine Gzorciya Kirsy, Ventnor, lof W | 
March 6 


Miles, ‘I hevbald’s rd, Bedford row 
Kresy, Frances Keys, Derby March 80 Hobson, Derby 
Kresy, Witiiam Daniet Primrose hill, Licensed Victualler Mareh 30 


Bedford row 
Lene, Jonn Pamir, York May1 Crombie & Scns, York 
Macxeyr, Samvet Francis, Crouch Hill March 25 J E& H Scott, King William st 
Maxsw, James, Suffolk, P:umber March 12 Ferrier & Ferrier, Beccles 
Maske, Baran, South Petherton March9 Sparks & Blake, Crewkerne 
aaa am Duxe, Westfielaé, Sussex, Farmer nen 28 Atkinson & Patterson, 


Hallowes & Co, 


Mcixwzs, Exizasetu, Wallasey, Chester March 27 Radcliffe & Co, Liverpool 
Mittwarp, Cuaries, Manchester, Engine>r March 29 Heath & Sons, Manchester 
Mocatra, Apranam, Inverness ter, Hyde Park March 25 Lindo & Co, Finsbury cir 


Nemp, Coystasce Saran Priscitta, Westgate on Sea April 22 Robinson & Co, Cole- 
mn st 


Ontsox, Invixe Gray, Poplar March 25 Greenop & Son, Gracechurch st 

Pautuer, Tuomas, Birmingham March 13 Hossell, Birmingham 

Parner, Cuanr.es, Ellesmere, Farmer March 12 Giles, Ellesmere 

Parrnivce, Marcaret, Piymouth March 16 Gidley & Son, Piymouth 

a, See James, Weston super Mare, Tailor March 16 Ford, Weston super 


Quitiras, CaTuerine, Manchester March 16 Lambert, Manchester 

Ropgrts, Mary Axx, Hoo'e, Chester March 25 Gamlin & Williams, Rhyl 

Scort, Epwazp, Barnes, Solicitor March 25 J E & H Scott, King William st 
Suarpiow, Jaret, Little Stoke, Stone March 18 Birch, Stone 

es Saas Waicut, Little Stok-, nr 3tone, Stafford, Yeoman March 18 Birch, 


Sxzce, Euma, Streatham Aprill Keen & Co, Knightrider st 

Sowzzsy, Cuantes Ronsoy, Denver, Co’orado April! Robinson & Stannard, Eastcheap 

Scrrox, Jasz, Worthing Aprili Gates, Worthing 

Scrrox, Wiru1am Ricnarp April15 Lamb & Co, Ironmonger In 

Sraerrzex, Joux, Lavender hill April 14 Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 

Tosu, Gzonce, Scunthorpe, Lincoln, Civil Engineer March 22 Freer & Co, Brigg 

Ysa, Hexny, Newton Bushel, Highweek, Devon, Contractor March 23 Baker & Co, 
Newton abbot 


Londen Gazette.—Tunspar, Feb, 19, 
Axos, Janes Cuaruax, Teddington, Engineer Aprill Adkin, Laurence Pountney hill 
Aspzew, Groncz, Saltburn by the Sea, Livery Stable Kee: March 23 B 
Weby y ery per Marc uchanan & 
Baxer, Many Ax», Bedminster March 16 Sinn»tt & Sons, Brist)l 
Bagrietp, om, Clarges st, May Fair, Brickmaker March 12 Nickinson & Co, | 


Baystox, Atreep, Carrier, Manchester April3 Lawson & Co, Manchester 

Brpvos, Evextipa Exizasets Mares, Liscard March18 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 
Buxtizy, Janes, Stalybridge, Boot Maker March 23 Rowbotham, Oldham 

Bravos, Gzoncz, Birmingham, Draper March 21 Lane & Co, Birmingham 

Brzasz, Jons, Newt:n, Hyde Feb 28 Hervey & Co, Hyde 

Baavier, Wri114x, Kendal, Wine Merchant March 22 Thompson & Hodgson, Kendal 
Cuam.eswortn, Witt1am, Chesterfield March 31 Irons, Sheffield 


—— 


Cownoy, Sir Jou, Bart, Oxfrd March 30 Bridges & Co, Red Lion sq 
| Cooper, Sanan, Stourport, Worcester March 25 Watson, Stourport 
Cratve Joun James, Liverpool, Draper March?25 Rudd, Liverpool 
| Diptock, Exizasets Carouine, Kastbourne April 20 Vinall Lewes 
| Exrox, Lucy ~~" Walton by Clevedon, Somerset March 25 Tyrwhitt ¢ 
Marshall, Oxford 
} Panne, Som Dawret Abert Green, Trimley St Mary, Suffolk March 25 Jackman & Co, 
| | Fonvaro, Joms, Peckham March $i Flux & Co, East Indie av 
Goopy, Grorce, Clare, Suffolk, Grocer March 25 Wayman Clare, Suffolk 
Gary. Exv1za, Normunton, Derby Aprill Moody & Woolley, Derby 


Harxer, Ricaarp, Heaton Mersey, nr Manchester, Calico Printer’s Salesman Mar-.h 1¢ 
Batty & Jo, Manchester 
Harevey, Daniev. Birmingiam March vt Lane & Co, Birmingham 


| Havwoop, Grorcs. Birmingham March?l Lane & Co, Birmingham 
Hottayp Joun CampBeE.t, Holloway March 31 Martineau & Reid, Gray’s inn 

| Hoxu1s, Jane, Darnal’, Sheffield March 20 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

| Hotmes Samus. Avoustus, Leytonstone, Boot Dealer March 24 Smith, Hoxton 

| Huspanp, Anne, Kensington March 25 Piesse & Son, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Jouxsox, Toomas, Kingston upon Hull, Farmer March 19 Woodhouse, Hull 
Jones, Ricnarp, Dowlais, Glam March 16 Lewis & Jones, Merthyr Tydfil 

| Kine, Cuarces Mitiarp, Stahlhammer, Germany March 2) Evans & Taylor, Bristol 

| Kixe, Eusa, Colchester March 14 Prior & Young, Colchester 
Lascettes Bensamin, Sheriff Hutton, York March 6 Heywood & Co, Manchester 
RossieNoi, Francis Lz, Wimbledon, Architect March 19 Baker & Nairne, Crosby sq 
Luoyvp, Gzorce, Liscard, Licensed Victua'ler March 25 Rudd, Liverpool 


| Mrvcuett, Evizasetu, Derby Aprill Moody & Woolley, Derby 


OpensHaw, Jonny, Little Hulton March 23 Heath & Sons, Manchester 
Pickrorp, Josuua Hype, Hyde, Chester, Gas Collector April2) Brownson, Hyde 
Rawutns, Faances AMELIA, East Ham, Essex March 25 Hurrell & Co, Cornhill 


Rosinson, hese om. Burnopfield, Durham, Boot Dea’er March 31 Ryder & Holliday, 
Noth Shields 
Bicnarpsos, James Hensy, Hendon Aprill Parker & Richardson, Blomfield st 


Bocers, Hsnry, Ecclestenrq Aprilé FT White & Son, Boston, Lincs 

Sx unge, Ses Lipscoms, Whittington Old Hall, Lichfield Feb4 Chinn & Son 
Lichtiel 

Suarmay. SamutL Fpwarp, Bisbops ey Hertford, Innkeeper March 30 Baker 


& Thorneycroft. tishops stor: ford, B 
Simupsoy, Peres, Kugby March 9 Fuller & son, Rugby 


Simpson, Roserr, Rugby, Cattle Saleeman March9 Fuller & Son, Rugby 

Smite Josuru, Selby, Builder May1 Parker & Parker, Selby 

Tate, Jaues, Robert st, Adelphi, Hotel Proprietor April 20 Hurrell & Co, Cornhill 
Tayo, ALFRED, Sh<ffield, Solicitor May 15 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 


Tomes, Samuzt Keypatt, Harnhill, Gloucester, Farmer March 25 Mullings & Oo, 
Cirencester 
Uians, THomas, Stepney, Carpenter April1 Oldfield, Basinghall st 


| Wurrrager, Gzorce, Bury, Lancs, Innkeeper March 21 Bertwistle, Bury 


Wicewey, Exizasers, Birmingham March 21 Lane & Co, Birmingham 
Wiu1ams, Epwarp, Balsall Heath, Master Painter March 14 RB binson, Birmingham 
| Witson, Mantawne, Beckenham March 25 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 


Wirsam, Gzorcz, Braughing, Hertford, Gardener March 30 Baker & Thorneyeroft, 
Buwhops svortford, Herts 


| FENDEN, SARAH Ax, Oldham Aprili Clayton & Son, Ashton under Lyne 








For Turoat Ixeitation anp Covucn ‘‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 
| always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
| to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
|in labelled tins, price 74d. and 1s. tia. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 
| pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. | 








BANKRUPTC% NOTICES, — 


; Dz pinay = Lagan ay Pimlieo High Court Pet Jan 18 


Mac ante anew, Coomntont 3 Beerhouse Keeper Brent- 
ford Pet Feo 12 Ord Feb 





London Gazette —Fatvay, Feb. 15. 
BECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apenzan, Grouse, EAgeley, Stock Builder Stockport 
Pts Od Po ie - 


Autes, Nort Bicuarv, Bedford, Brewer's 
Bedford Pet Fed iz Ord Feb 12 



















Traveller 


Bapuas, Cmanies James, teffron Walden, Kesex 
Usm Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
Bacu.zy. Witttsax Hannisox, oe Yorks, Grocer 


Pet Feb 12 Ord Fb 1 
Barstow, wot Jou, Lewester, Florist Taicester Pet 
Feb 12 rd Feb 12 
a + Salt, ar Stafford, Farmer Pet Jan 31 


Be:raucy, Joux, Hele, 8 Mary Church, Devon, Baker 
Mxever Pet Feb 13 Ord 54 13 
———. eng lll egy I and Leo Scuerr, Gt 
s, y nen igh Court Pet vec B 
¢ Ord Feb 11 


Sane, Gee Stinginn, Glethier High Court Pet Fcb 13 
Baosvuses. Wiisau Bristol, Fiuiterer Bristol Pet 
Jon% Ord Pen ti 
Basease, Buszaperu. Malvern, Worcs, General Dealer 
ae, ae pater, U Bm Bae x pf 
terer ‘gh Court Pet 
Feb i2 Ora * 
Canter ALrEep Leeds Pet Vebi2 Ord Feb 12 


Cacomen, Wiittam Alternet ané costes. r. " Bed- 
Bristol, Builders Bristol Pet Feb 11 

































a Febil Ord | 


‘ 


Dimest, Haver Amos, Whitchurch Canonicorum, Dorset, 
Hau! Dorch-ster Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Evans, le, Chatham, Hotel Proprietor Rochester 
Pet Jan 2 Ord Feb 1 ll 


Fisner, Wacren, Alveston, Glos Bristol Pet Feb 13 
Ord Feb 13 


Fiercues, Gronce Frepericx, Macclesfield. Licensed 
Victualler Macclestteld Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Fiixx, Joux Josern, Cheetham, Mavchester, Farniture | 

Manufacturer Salford Pet eb 32 Ord Feb 13 

Gury, Joux Tay.or, South Shields, Driller Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 9 

—— Witisam. and Joun~ Gainsuaw, Newchurch, 

Lancs, Builders Pet Febi2 Ord Feb 12 

Hanzrix, Rosenrr. pare, China Dealer Burn Pet 
Febil Ord Feb 11 ” 

Hitt, Joxatnam, Luton, Fruiterer Luton Pet Feb 11 
Ord Feb 11 

Horvitz Axtave. Burley, Leeds, Decorator Leeds Pet 
Feb il Ord Feb it 

Hvuveeat, Joszru Proce. , Tapanan, Stationer Swansea 
Pet Feb is Ord F 

Iozton, James ecaiaie Shihe Stockton on Tees Pet 
Yediz Ord Feb 12 

Jzxxinsox. Joun Nuvesox, Goole, York, Grocer Wake- 
fied Pet Feb is Ora Feb 12 


Jzxn«isox, Joun Henny, ~ Grimsby, Clerk Gt Grimsby 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Heb 1 ° 


Liswuan, Tuomas | sty Bristol, Engineer Bristol Pet 
Feb 51 Ord Feb 1 : 








| Porrs, Marx, Clacton on Sea, Builder 


McLgop, Wit1am Scorr. Bi riage, Tin Plate Worker 
Birmingham Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 

Marruews, Joun Anxorave Homes, Horncastle, Lincs, 
Miller Lincoln Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 


Moonrz, sipemas, Clapham rd High Court Pet Nov % 
Ord Feb 13 
Colchester Pet 
Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 


Powrtt, Tuomas Epwanrp, Coton, nr Whitchurch, Salop, 
Farmer Shrewsbury Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 

Bean, Jou, Stee'es rd, Haverstock hill High Court Pet 
Jan 22 Ord Feb 18 

Roptxsox, Fuanx. Leeds, Commission Agent Leeds Pet 
Feo i2 Ord Feb 12 

Rostxsow, Tuomas, Burton on Trt, Boot Dealer Burton 
on trent Pet Febi2z Ord Feb 12 


Buaw, Wiittam, Leicester, Grocer Leicester Pet Jan 16 


Ord Feo 18 

Bapeit, Jouw Eruaaim, Manchester . Joummaganan Butcher 
Manchester vet Feb1l Ord Feb 1 

Srexcen James Huosox, Bradford, iii Keeper 
Bradford Pet Febii Ord Feb 11 

Faseon, Sane, Seeegest Plumber Stockport Pet Feb 
ll 

Teray, Wittiam jun, and Hagry Teary, oe Surrey, 
Builders Guildford Pet feb 12 Ord Feb 1 


ie fans. Been, Confectioner whew bag Pet Feb 


Suomen Honace Guoncr Joux, Shepherd’s Bush rd, 
Boot Maker High Court Pet Feb id Ord Web 12 





Fe 


—— 
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Ti.0oTson, Exzanon, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb 13 Ord 
£eb 13 

warrs. caasn, Aan, Clothier Guildford Pet Feb 12 
Ord Feb 

WESTGATE, | aR Polegate, ca, Cattle Dealec East- 
bourne Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 


Amended notice substituted for is published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 18: 


pearat. GEORGE — Exeter, Haulier Exeter P.t 
Jan i2 urd Jan1 


sate MEETINGS. 


Axpersox, Davip Tuomsox, Newcastle on Tyne, Tailor 
Feb 22 at 11.30 Uff Ree, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Tyne 

A mg Joun Ross, Shelton, Hanley, Staffs, Grocer 
teb 22 at 2.30 Ott Rec, Newcastle under Lyme 

Bacutey. Witu1am Hareisox, Mirfield, Yorks, Grocer 
Fep 22at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Breck, Cart Freprix. oo upon Hull, Corn Merchant 
Feb2¢atiu Off Rec inity House In, Hull 

Bevtamey, Joun. Hele, 8t Mary Church, Devons, Baker 
Feb 28 at 1030 Off Rec, 18, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Beysamin, Cuarntes Rapcuirrs. and Leo Scuerr, Great 
Portl nd st, ae ames Feb 26 at 12 Bankruptcy 


bid: 
Baows. Wit LIAM _ ARE, Rushden, Northamptons, 
Baker Feb 23ati2 Off Rec. Bridge st, Northampton 
Butt. Samue., Kiog s Lynn, Norfolk, Leather Seller Feb 
23 atl Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 
CremenTs, WILLIAM, West Bridgford, Notts Feb 22 at 12 
Off Bec 4, Castle pl, Park st, —— 
Coox, Grorce. Padiham, Lancs, Grocer Feb 22 at 12 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st Burnley ~ 
ELseGoop, ALFRED Wi1.iamM, Norwich. Tramcar Driver 
Feb 23 at 1280 Off Rec. 8, Kiog st. Norwich 
Evans, Epwix, Chatham, Hotel Propri.tor Feb 25 at 10 30 
115 High at, Rochester 
FreaTHERSTON. Henry. em a) Durham, Miner Feb 22 
at230 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Fimy. Joun Josep, Cheetham, Manchester, Furniture 
Suite Manufacturer Feb 22 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom 
st, Manchester 
ar} Joux, Darlington, Cabinet Maker Feb 27 at 3 
ff Rec, 8, * albert rd, Middlesborougn 
aaa Tuomas Henry, Gt Yarmouto, Corn Merchant 
Feb 23 at 12 Off Keo, 8, King et. Norwich 
Grey, Joux Tay or, South Shields, —. he 22 at 11 
Off Rec 30, M seley st, Newcastle on 
Guest, Howarp, stourbridge, de mf Licens -d 
Victualier Feb 22 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wulverhampton 
st. Dudley 
Hagriy, Rosert, Burnley, China Dealer Feb 22 at 12.15 
Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
Ho.tiowet, THomas Bennett. Northam —~ Owe 
Agent Feb 2; at 1130 Of Ree, ge st, North- 
ampton 
Hoimes and ANNESLEY gry Builders Feb 26 at 
2.30 Bantruptey bldgs Carey st 
Hovis Arruvur. Baildoa, Yorke, Decorator Feb 22 at 11 
Off Rec 24, Park row, Le ds 
JorpaN Farperick Witiiam. faliog, Tailor Feb 25 at 12 
m 88, Tew ple chmbrs, Temple av 
Kereuine, Frank, Derby, Plumber Feb 22at11 Off Rec, 
47, Full st. Derby 
Owes. Rusert, Runcorn, Ches‘er, Grocer Feb 22 at 2.30 
ff Rec. Byrom st, Manchester 
Scie Tuomas Epwarp. ‘oton, nr Whitchurch, fal 
Farmer March 6at 1030 Off Reo, 42, 8t John’s hilt 
Shrewsbury 
Raw.ixes, Henry, Stratford, Licensed Victualler Feb 22 
atil Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 
Sanpgrson. Joun Antoun Bariouam. Kingsten upon Hull, 
one Crusher Feo 22at11 Off Reo, Trinity ) ln, 
u 
Bxorto, Freprrick Cuarves Rica, Highgate, Warehouse- 
man Feb 27 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Bissrr, Joun Epuraim, Manchester, Journeyman Butcher 
Feb 22 at 3 Off Rec, Byrom st Manchester 
Brencen, James Hupson, Bradford, Beerhouse Keeper 
Feb 26 at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
BSrocxtey, FREDERICK WiittaM, Piccadilly, Stationer 
Feb 26 at 11 rey © adges, Carey st 
Warr, Mornis, Maida Vale Wholesale Clothier Feb 25 
atl2 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Weis, ALEXANDER, "Cam ~veng Builder Feb 23 at 12 
Off Bec, 5, a Cury, Cambrid e. 
Wrenn, Heaveat ILLIAM, Manor ik, Easex, Account- 
ant Feb 27at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey ‘st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apsuzap, Groras, Pioser, Stockport, Builder Stockport 
mf Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 13 ~ 
LLEN OEL ICHARD, ford, Brewer's Tra 
Bedford Pet Febi2 Ord Feb 1 12 . — 
Bapmay. Cnartes James, Saffron Waldron, Eesex, 
awe vambridge Pet Feb 12 Ouid 
"e 





Hot.owext, Taomas Bexnetr Northampton, Commission 
Agent Northampton Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 13 
Hotmus, Joan ‘Dull ram Goprrey, and Joun ANNESLEY, 
i uilders Hign Court Pet Jan 10 Ord 
FE 


Ord Feb 

Husert. Josers FL0oK Swansea, Stationer Swansea 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Stockton on Tees 


Iceron. James, Darlington, Painter 
Pet Feb'12 Ord F-b 12 

Jeyxrnsoy, Jonsy, Fenton, ~ 74 Builder Stoke upon 
Trent = Jan 18 Ord Feb 1 

i Jonyx NEvEsoN, Goole Yorks, Grocer Wake- 

eld Pet eb 13 Ord Feb 1 

Pe. .% Joun  Hewry. a “nee, Clerk 
Grimsby Pet Fedi2 Ord Feb 1 

Lisnmay, Tuomas Geoace, Ciitoc, Bristol, Engineer 
Bristol Pet Feb il Ord Feb 13 

MacMaunon, Manrtiy, Greenford, Beerhouse Keeper Brent- 
ford Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Marruews, Jons Ancrave Hower, Horncastle, Lines, 
Miller Lincoln Pet Febiz Ord Feb 12 

oe ~ LFRED, ras ora High Court Pet Feb 6 
Ord Feb 1 

Porz, Grorce K, B wade, Beds, Farmer Bedford 
Pet Jani2 Ord re 11 f 

Ports, Mark. Clacton on Sea, Builder Colchester Pet Feb 
12 Ord Feb 1: 

PowELt, heed Epwarp, Coton, bm yey Salop, 
Farmer Shrewsbury Pet Feb 11 Ord Febi 

Ropixson Frank, Commission Agent Leeds 
Febd12 Ord Feb12 

Bostysox, Tuomas, Burton on Trent, Boot Dealer Burton 
on Trent Pet Feb 12 O:d Feb 12 

Sissrt, Jouxn Eraraim. Manchester. re Batcher 
Manchester Pet Feb (1 Ord Febi11 

Srzncer, James Ovpson, Bradford, Beerhouse Keeper 

Bradford Pet Feb 11 ‘Ord Feb 11 

Srock.ey, Freperick WititiamM, Swallow st, Piccadilly, 


Pnonter High Court PetJanit Ord Feb 13 
Tayior, Joun, paste. t Lancs, Vonfectioner Burniey 


Pet Feb 11 Ord Fe 

TAYLor, uae ‘ockpot Plumber Stockport Pet 
Feb | 

Terry, ae jun, and Harry Terery. Faroham, 
Surrey, Builders Guildford Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Tuomrsoy, Horact Grorce Jous, Poplar grove, Shep- 
herd’s = Boot Maker High Court Pet Feb 12 
Ord Feb 12 

a 3 Exeanor, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb 13 Ord 
Feb 13 


Warts, Prawx, Aldershot, Clothier Guildford Pet Feb 
12 ' Ord Feb 12 


London Gazette.—Tuespay, Feb. 19. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Baker, Cuarizes, Malmesbury, Wilts, Builder Swindon 

Pet Fed 16 Ord Feb 16 

BEARD, ALFRED, Sheffield, Insurance Agent Sheffield Pet 

Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Ber.ey, Samvuet, Mannin a. Goattest, Hay Mercha :t 

Bradford Pet Fe> 15 “Ord fev 1 

Berrerroy, ArTHur Fcckenhem. Worces' ‘er, Jou"neyman 

Baker Bumiogham Pet Febié Ord Feb 14 

Biacrove, Evita, Gt Yarmouth, Scho.lmistress Gt Yar- 

mouth Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 

Boots, Wittiam Hotioway, Bolton, Provision Dealer 

Bolton Pet Feb 56 Ord Feb 16 ) 

Busu, — Birming! Boot Dealer Birmingham Pet 

Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Cuarre.tt, Joun THomas, iy - -p eee Cornwall, Tailor 

Truro Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb .5 

Ciayrox, Cuanves, sheffield Sheffield Pet Feb1 Ord 
Feb 14 

Chews, ere Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet 
Feb 16 Ord Feb 15 

CoaTes, me. Warminster, Wilts, Farmer 

Feb 14 Urd Jan 14 

Couuins, Wiitt1am Heyy, Buckland, Hants, Builder 

Portsmouth Pet Feb15 Ord Fb 15 

Cook, OSARLES a, wwore Worcester, Builder 


Stourbnia 
oa Joun. Treherbert, Glan, Coal Miner Pontyp idd 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Licensed Victualler Oldham 
Cornwall, China Clay Merchants 


Dixon, Grorer, Oldham, 

Yet Fed 13 Ora Feb j 18 

T 16 

Freeman, SamvEL, 4, Glos, Builder Gloucester 
Pet Feb i6 urd Feb 


Frome Pet 


Hoy a = , ante en Yorks, Decorator Leeds Pet 
ll 


Danesmoor, 
Gt Pet b 16” Ord Feb 16 


Puuuirs. Enyzst Cuarves, Batley Carr, Yorks Dewsbury 


pecasens “Wen 5 eatineeiont, Gnlit, Beastiun 
LLOcK, Wo.re, 
Dealer Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 16 
Carnarvons, Sanust Stebend 


PritcHarp, Eviis Pwilheti, 

Pp adoc Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Ricuuonn, Joun, Trowbridge, Witte. 1 Joiner Bath Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 1 

Ross Boorn, Margate, Licensed Victualler High Court 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 14 

Rowsewniy, Sue West Hartlepv0l, Butcher Sunder- 
land Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

SHINGLER. mn New Wortley, | AG Tobacconist Leeds 
Pet Feb 14 ‘Ord Feb 14 

Simms, WitiiaM, Derby, Grocer Chesterfield 

— ee Savane, Dorset sq High Court Pet Jan 

Srayrorp, James Sasey. Old Fietton, Hunts, Bootmaker 
Peterborouxh Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Srevensoxs, Fsank Beary, Cheaterti eld. Derby, 
ny - am Jowmer Pet Feb 16 Ord 

eD 
Sreanxcern, Wiitiam Heyry, Newton Abbot, Devon, 
on Exeter Wet Fed15 Ord Feb 16 

Tomuixsox, Epwarp, Bradford, General Carrier Bradford 
Yet Fed 15 Ord Feb 16 

Tresipper, Nicsoias, Hayle, “ornwall, Travelling 


ee <a Pet Feo 16 Ord Feb 15 ms 
. idham Lancs, Skxipmaker Oldham 
Feb 13. “Ord Feb 18 


Visart, Nevitie, 8t James's st High Court Pet Jan7 
Ord Feb 7 


Wuitine, Cuartes, Whittington Moor, Derby, Showman 
Cheste field Pet Fed 16 Ord Feb 16 

Youncuussanp, Grorcina Mary, Weymouth, Dorset 

Dorchester Pet Feb y Ord Feb 16 


Amended notice substituted for that * aaa in the 


London Gazette of Feb. 1 
Brooxes, Exizasers, Malvern, Worcester, 
Deaier Worcester Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 1i 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 
Harpy, Jony, Boston, Lincoln, Retired Builder 
ford Rec Ord Nov 23 Rese Feb 4 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

ALiEN, Nort Ricuagp, Bedford, Beds, Brewer’s Traveller 
‘eb 26at3 ©C 8 Gaidiley, Soucitor. Mill st, Bedford 
Avstiy, HENRY, a. Painter Feb #7 at il 174, 
Barsto#, Josern Jony, Leicester, Florist Feb 26 at 12 30 

umf Leicester 


Reco 1, Berridge st, 
Benpy, Bicharp Wi.114M, Frome, Somerset, Farrier Feb 


Chelms- 


27 wt 11.4656 Off Rec, Saldwin ss, Bristol 

Beyt.ey, Samus, Bradf Hay Merchant 
Feb 23 at 11 On Rec, Manor row, 

Bisnop, amy, Canonbury, Feb 28 atil Bank- 


at 
BroaprisB, WILLIA istol, Fruiterer Feb 27 at12 Off 
Hee, taldwia st, Bristo: 


Brooxas, 2. pia Worcesters, 
26 at 45, Copenhagen st, 
a Jous, Me ; _—, Feb 2 at 


Bywater, Lovrsa, Aan mde Ade Victualler Feb 23 
lu Off Rec, 31, Alexand:a rd, Swansea 
Toho Wells, Grocer 


Leadon Bndge 
Carrer, Aurrep, Leeds Feb wa la Off Reo, 22, Park 


row, 
Cursew nicht, Ross 


Euii 
Feb 28 at 12 174, Corputation ot, Braiagham 
Cotitivs, Wiiiam Bexar Portsea, Builder Feb 26 
at3 Off Keo, Cam undge june, oe S oe 
Crocker, WILLIAM A.SERaT, and Gsorncz Hayruay. Bed- 
minster, Builders Feb 27 at 1230 Off Rec, 
Baidwia st, tuistal 


Davigs, Wruu14M Patties, Carmarthen, Builder Feb 27 
atil Off Reo, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Dr ete Me Pimlico Feb 26at2.30 Bankruptey bldgs, 
Fisrcusr, Farperic Avevstvs Bsxvon, Belper, 
Assisiant ochovimaster Feb w6at3 Off Keo, 47. 
Gronce Sree Foeey | Metal 
Merchant Fed 27 at 5 Byrom at, 
Greaves, WILLIAM, Tay tayer Feb 27 at 11.30 
hy 


45, Copeahagea st, 
But, » JONATHAN, Luton, Bedford, Fraiterer Feb 28 at 8 
ot Co amerce, 53, George at, Luton 


Pesan 





Guemen WILLIAM, etn Bricklayer W. t 
Pet Feb 14 rd Feb 14 
Hensox, Water, Ki own, Bristol, Wholesale 
terer Bristol t Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 
Houpss. Tomas, ‘Ty ped, Coal Miner Burnley 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 


Jervaiss, WitiiaM, and Artur Jerrnizs, Hertingford- 





Baautey, Witiiam BBaansos, Mirfield, Grocer Salford 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 

Barstow, Joseru Jonx, Florist Leicester Pet 

B Feb 18 poke J. &t M h 

a ony, Hele, ary Church, Dev Bak 
Kxeter Pet Feb 13° Ord Feb 13 ee 

Bisuor, Amy, Islington, Clothier High Court Pet Feb 13 

Worocesters, 


Ord F Feb 13 
Malvern, General 
Ord Feb 11 


Brooxes, Bxizaperu, 
Leeds Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb ig 


Worcester Pet Feb 11 
Carrer, Atrnep, Leeds 
Diaent, Hewny Amos, Whitchurch Canonicorum. nr Brid- 
Haulier Dorchester, Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 18 
Gaimsnaw. Wititam, ano Jonn Grinenaw, Soou' tom 
evchem, lanes, Builders Rochdale Pet Feb iv 
e' 


Hanrix, Ropent, Burnley, Lancs, China Deal 
og Weber 


st, Bradford, Wh: 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 11 ” 


Seaaee, Hipeac Honacs = ipenas VAL, Bo 


perv, Hertford, "Builders Hertford Pet Feb 15 Ord 
Juwrspuay, Arravr + aor Kensington High Court 


Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 
Jones, Henry, Liand aha Journeyman Joiner Bangor 


Hvanes, Bus, Co Bay, | Baiider Feb 26 at 
pom. 2, Jour iene Goala, Yorks, Grocer Feb 2 
at1i1.30 Off Reo, 6, Bond terr, Waketeid 

Kesey, Epwarp oe Somerset, 
es ppg A Ageat Feb 27 at 11.30 Of eo, 
Lawsox, p Ekion st Feb 27 at 12 Bankruptey 


Lisumay, Tuomas rome, Clifton, Engineer Fed 
U7 at 123.45 








Kunzes. sony and Wituiam Movtpixe, 

Blackburn Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 1 

tavene z, > Seenes. Swansea, Cabinet Maker Swansea 
Pet Feb 16 


Ord Feb 16 
Lewis. i Dinas. Giam, Licensed Victualler Ponty- 
Electro-plater 


Feb ii Ord ire | 
Lorakim, Simos, —h ry . Birmingham, 
Birmingbam Feb 7 Ord Feb 14 
High Vourt Pet Feb15 O:d 
Nearn, Wiis, Somerset, Saddle Maker 
Bristol Pet 


Minrm, Ricnaro, Fulham 
Feb 15 
Clevedon, 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 16 
Southampton 


Pet Fed 14 Ord Feb 14 
mane, 


Off Meo, Baideia st, 
MacManox, Maarix, Greenford, Middlesex, Beerhouse 
Keeper Fed 2 at 12 Off Reo, 93, Temple chmbee 


Temple av 
Rosixson, F) Leeds, Ageat Fob 27 at 
wus hen 28 lu 


22, Park row, Leeds 
Buaw, rae. 
SnixcLRR, er > New Wortley, Leeds. Pa Sheet March 
latiz S Sana 22, Park aad 
Giam, Innkeeper Feb 27 at 2 


Surra, anzeer, @ 
me Maker March éat 


8rani 
Bere Lawes, Cheuniet Febavat? Og 





Nawcoxp 8, 
Builder 


Abert Joux, Shedfi 
Southampton Pet Febié Ord reb 16 
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Sroxes, Grorce Curusert, Barnt Green, Worcester, 
Hotel Proprietor Feb 27 at 12 174, Corporation st, 
ingham 


Guanahenet WPnaeen Heyry, Newton Abbot, Devon, | 
Commission Agent Feb 28 at 10.30 Off Rec,13, Bedford 


circus, Exeter 


Terry, Wii1iam, jun. and Harry Terry, Farnham, | 


Surrey, Builders Feb 28 at 12 
London Bridge 

Tompson, Horace Grorce Jonny, 
Boot Maker March 1 at 12 


Shepherd’s 
Bankruptcy bldgs, 


sv } 
TittoTson, Erzanor, Leeds March 1 at 11 Off Rec, 22, | 
Par | GREAVEs. 


row, 


24, Railway app, 
Bush, | 


Tipper, Henry Epwarp, Stoke upon’ Trent, Tramcar | 
Cor 


mductor Feb 26 at 11 Townhall, Stoke upon 


Trent ¥ 
Tomson, Fowarp, Bradford, General Carrier March 1 | 


at 11 Rec, 31. Manor row, Bradford 


Torprxa. Roser. Liverpool, Hay Dealer March 1 at 2 | 
Off 


Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Truerit, James. H M Prison, Pentonville March 6 at 11 | 


Bankruptov bidgs, Carey st 


| Jones, Hewny, Llandudno, Journeyman Joiner Bangor 


Viney, James, Brondesbury, Commercial Clerk March 4 | 


at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Oarey st 
Wexster, Cuaries, 8t 
March 1 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey et 


George’s, Boot Manufacturer 


Wrstcate, Joun, Polegate, Sussex. Cattle Dealer Feb 26 


at2 Coles & Sons, Seaside road, Eastbourne 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Feb 5: 


Dossowx, Tuomas. Stockton on Tees, Durham Labourer 
Feb 27 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Baxer, Cuartes. Crudwell. nr Malmesbury, Wilts, 
Builder Swindon Pet Feb16 Crd Feb 16 

Bearp, Atrrep. Sheffield, Insurance Agent Sheffield Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Bentiey, Samvet, Manningham. Bradford, Hay Merchant 
Bradford Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

Biacrove, Epirn, Gt Yarmouth, Schoolmistrers Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Cuarreti, Joux Tuomas, Perranuthnoe, Cornwall, Tailor 
Truro Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 

CoatEs, Joux, Warminster, Wilts, Farmer Frome Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Coturss, Wmiiam Hewry, Buckland, Hants, Builder 
Portsmouth Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Coox, Cuartes Henry, Stourbridge, Worerster, Builder 
Stourbridge Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 72 

Cox. Jonnx. Treherbert. Glam, Coal Miner Pontypridd 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Dean, Cuartes Stewart, and Jor: Freprrick DEAy, 
Liverpool, Warehouse Owners Liverpool Pet Jan 31 
Ord Feb 14 


| McKiz, Joux Apotrn, Peckham, Comedian High Court 


Dixoy, Gzorcz, Oldham, Licensed Victualler Oldham 
Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 18 | 

Evans Epwiy, Chatham. Hotel Proprietor Rochester | 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 16 

Fuetcuer. Groner Freperick. Macclesfield, Licensed 
Victualler Macclesfield Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 16 | 

Fixx, Jonn Josep, Cheetham, Manchester, Furniture | 
— Manufacturer Salford Pet Feb 12 Ord | 
Feb 14 


Freeman, Samvuet, Cinderford, Glos, Builder Gloucester | 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

Furness, Jonn Wiit1am Wesster, West Ardsley, Yorks, 
Grecer Wakefield PetJan7 Ord Feb 14 

Wit.1am, Worcester, Bricklayer Worcester 

Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Grey, Joun Tayior, South Shields, Driller Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 14 

Hoipex, Tomas, Burnley, Coal Miner 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Jerrries, Witiram, and Arruur Jerrnizs, Hertingford- 
weer Hertford, Builders Hertford Pet Feb 15 Ord 
Feb 15 


Burnley Pet 


Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Lawrence, Toomas, Swansea, Cabinet Maker 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 

iam Victor, Eldon st High Court Pet Jans Ord 
Feb 14 

Lewis, Jouy, Dinas, Glam, Licensed Victualler Pontypridd 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 


Swansea 


Pet Dec 11 Ord Feb 13 

Mrrriy, Ricnarp, Fulham High Court Pet Feb15 Ord 
Feb 15 

Menton, Ernest Wituiam, Queen Victoria st High Court 
Pet Nov8 Ord Feb 13 

Nevitt, AuiaAn, Balham, Hosiery Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Jan 22 Ord Feb 14 

Pot.oce, Wotre, Cardiff, Furniture Dealer Cardiff Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Paatr, Witiiam, George Wiiuiam Pratt, and ALBERT 
Pratt, Easington, Durham, Builders Sunderland 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Feb 13 

Ricuuonp. Jouy, Trowbridge, Wilts, Joiner Bath Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

RiscumMann, Freperick Avcust. and Freperick Gorriies 
Kuniscu, Old Broad st, London, Foreign Bankers High 
Court Pet Jani Ord Feb 14 

RowsoTuam, Taomas, West Hartlepool, Butcher Sunder- 
land Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 


Sueripay, Suituzt Brinsiey, Victoria st, Barrister High 
Court Pet May 21 Ord Feb 14 

SuincLer, Jonn, New Wortley, Leeds, Tobacconist Leeds 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Simms, Witt1amM, Danesmoor, Derby, Grocer Chesterfield 
Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 





Stechford, Worcester. 
Pet Jan3 Ord Feb 16 
Sraynrorp, James Sasey, Old Fletton, Hunts, B 
Peterborough Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
Stevenson, Frank Be.uawy. Chesterfield, Der! 
somreerenes Joiner Chesterfield Pet Feb 15 Ord 
‘eb 16 


SincteTon, Txomas, 
ictualler 


Sreancer, Wittiam Heyry, Newton Abbot, Devon, | 


Commission Agent Exeter Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 
Tomiinson, Epwarp, Bradford, General Carrier Bradford 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 


TrestppeR, Nicnouas. Hayle, Cornwall, Travelling Draper 


Truro Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 

Wexs.er, Coarzes, 8t Geo 
Court Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 14 

Wetcumayn, Artaours Jonny Treconwz.., Dawlish, Devon 
Exeter Pet Jan15 Ord Feb 14 

Wuitine, Cuaries, Whittington Moor, Derby, Showman 
Chesterfield Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 16 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 15: 


15 


Brookes, Exizasetu, Malvern, Worcesters, General Dealer 4 


Worcester Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 


ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
NicHo. Cuar_es Jonny Scrymsovs, Rock Ferry, nr Birken- 
ae Sens Adjud May 29, 1895 Annul Feb 
18, I 


Minter, Jonny Surtees, Plymouth, Retired Captain Ply. ~ 


mouth Adjud March 2,1899 Annul Jan 18, 1901 





All letters intended for publication in the~ 


‘* Solicitors’ Journal”? must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, im wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 








IINCORPORATED LAW 
CLASSES AND TUITION FOR ARTICLED 


TUTORS. 


SOciETY. 
CLERKS. 


J. Carter Harrison, 30, Bedford-row, W.C.—Equity, Conveyancing, Common Law, and Bankruptcy. 
Lrowarp H. West, LL.D., Birkbeck Bank-chambers, Chancery-lane, W.C.—Criminal and Magisterial Law ; Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty ; and 


Cuasses for Final Students are held at the Hall of the Society on four | 
afternoons each week during the following periods: August to January ;]| 


January to June. 


Ecclesiastical Law. Stephen’s Commentaries. 


afforded by fortnightly papers, and embraces the following subjects: Equity, 
Conveyancing, Common Law, Bankruptcy, Criminal and Magisterial Law, 
| Probate, Divorce, Admiralty, and Ecclesiastical Law. 





These periods afford five months’ class preparatiou, and students are! 


advised to subscribe for a full course otherwise the work must necessarily 
be hurried. 


Students may join the classes either before or after the Intermediate | 


Examination without subscribing to the course of Postal instruction, but it 
is recommended that they should avail thomselves of both modes of in- 
struction. 


Subscribers to either Class or Postal instruction have the opportunity of | 


consulting the Tutors upon the work of the course in personal interview or 
by letter at any time. 

To those Clerks who are articled at a distance from large towns systematic 
instruction with advice and help is given, and a course of preparation 
through the post has been devised, and is found to be useful where personal 
tuition is impracticable. 

Class instruction is also provided on the selected portions of Stephen's 
Commentaries and the subjects above named, and it is recommended that the 
classes should be joined after the expiration of a course of Postal instruction. 


Students can join the classes at any time, the fees being proportionate to the | 


length of attendance, except that no fee shall be less than that for a three 
months’ course. 

Rooms are provided where subscribers may study, and books are supplied 
without extra charge. 

Periodical test examinations are held by the Tutors. 


‘Lhe Classes for Intermediate Students are held in the Hall of the Society 


on three aiternoons in each week during the following periods: August to 
November ; October to January ; January to April; March to June. 

Subscribers may subscribe for successive classes. 

Books can be obtained from Messrs. Stevens & Sons, or other law lending 
library, for an annual subscription of a guinea and a-half to cover the course 
of wosk for the Final Examination, and Stephen’s Commentaries can be 
supplied to either Class of Postal Subscribers, at an annual subscription 
ot one guinea, on application to the Tutor, Dr. West. 

In the case of students who have not passed the Intermediate Examination 
the Postal instruction is by means of monthly papers, and deals with the 
selected portions of Stephen’s Commentaries. 

For those who have passed the Intermediate Examination instruction is 


| These papers both before and after the Intermediate Examinations are 
| varied each year, so that students who may subscribe for more than one 
year’s tuition receive additional assistance. 
These courses may be commenced at any time, but the Tutors recommend 
| that the Intermediate course should be commenced at an early stage of the 
Articles, and the Final course soon after the Intermediate Examination has 
| been passed. 
The results obtained have been satisfactory. Many pupils have obtained 

| honours, and the percentage of passes is a high one, exceeding 85 per cent. 

of between three and four hundred pupils who last presented themselves for 
| examination. It has happened on several occasions that all Class pupils 
| have been successful, pany the same has occurred in the case of subscribers te 
| the Correspondence Courses. 
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“INTERMEDIATE. 
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Articled Clerks may attend the Lectures and Ciasses given or held in connection with 


} the Inns of Court, under the direction of the Council of Education, upon payment 

| of half the fees payable by other persons not being members of an [nn of Court 

| Council of the Incorporated Law Society havi 
tion for payment of the remainder. Articled 
Examinations at the end of each Term. 

Articled Clerks may optain particulars 

| Tickets, upon application to the Szorzraky of the Incorporated Law Society. 
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| Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane. 


2 
the - 
agreed with the Council of Legal Hduca- — 


uch Lectures and Classes, and vouchers for 


by, 


-’s, Boot Manufacturer High ~ 








cocoecoece 90900000 4427:3 


© uy ~ 
5 i 


